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STATUTE  11  &  12  VIOT.  c.  78. 

An  Act  /or  the  Jurther  AdminUtration  of  the  Criminal  Law, 

[31st  August,  1848.] 

I.  Wheseas  it  is  expedient  to  provide  a  better  mode  than  tliat  Qaestiona  of 
BOW  in  use  of  deciding  any  difficult  question  of  law  wliich  may  rJU^^JSIa? 

arise  in  criminal  trials  in  any  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  m"*®^  of  the 

^  •'  peace  for  con- 

gaol  deUyery,  and  to  make  further  amendments  in  the  adminis-  sideratlon  of 
tration  of  the  criminal  law :  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Queen's  most 
excellent  majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and  commons,  in  this  present  par- 
liament assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  That  when 
any  person  shall  have  been  convicted  of  any  treason,  felony,  or 
misdemeanor,  before  any  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol 
delivery,  or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  the  judge,  or  commis- 
sioners, or  justices  of  the  peace,  before  whom  the  case  shall  have 
been  tried,  may  in  his  or  their  discretion  reserve  any  questions  of 
law  which  shall  have  arisen  on  the  trial  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Justices  of  either  Bench  and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  and 
thereupon  shall  have  authority  to  respite  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment on  such  conviction,  or  postpone  the  judgment  imtil  sudi 
question  shall  have  been  considered  and  decided  as  he  or  they 
may  think  fit ;  and  in  either  case,  the  Court  in  its  discretion  shall 
commit  the  person  convicted  to  prison,  or  shall  take  a  recogni- 
nmce  of  bail  with  one  or  two  sufficient  sureties,  and  in  such  sum 
88  the  Court  shall  think  fit  conditioned  to  appear,  at  such  time 
or  times  as  the  Court  shall  direct,  and  receive  judgment,  or  to 
render  himself  in  execution,  as  the  case  may  be. 

n.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  the  judge  or  commissioner,  or  the 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  shall  thereupon  state,  in  a  case  signed 
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QuestioBB  re-  ^  ^^  manner  now  usual  the  question  or  questionB  of  law  which 
cOT^d*to\lie  ^^^  ^*^®  ^®®^  ^  reserved,  with  the  special  circumstances  upon 
judges.  which  the  same  shall  have  arisen,  and  such  case  shall  be  trans- 

mitted to  the  said  justices  and  barons ;  and  the  said  justices  and 
barons  shall  thereupon  have  full  power  and  authority  to  hear  and 
finally  determine  the  said  question  or  questions,  and  thereupon 
to  reverse,  affirm,  or  amend  any  judgment  which  shall  have  been 
given  on  the  indictment  or  inquisition  on  the  trial  whereof  such 
question  or  questions  have  arisen,  or  to  avoid  such  judgment,  and 
to  order  an  entry  to  be  made  on  the  record  that  in  the  judgment 
of  the  said  justices  and  barons  the  party  convicted  ought  not  to 
have  been  convicted,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment,  or  order  judgment 
to  be  given  thereon  at  some  other  session  of  oyer  and  terminer  or 
gaol  deliveij,  or  other  sessions  of  the  peace,  if  no  judgment  shall 
have  been  before  that  time  given  as  they  shall  be  advised,  or  to 
make  such  other  order  as  justice  may  require ;  and  such  judgment 
and  order,  if  any,  of  the  said  justices  and  barons  shall  be  cer- 
tified under  the  hand  of  the  presiding  Chief  Justice  or  Chief 
Baron,  to  the  Clerk  of  Assize  or  his  deputy,  or  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Peace  or  his  deputy,  as  the  case  may  be,  who  shall  enter  the  same 
on  the  original  record  in  proper  form ;  and  a  certificate  of  such 
entry  under  the  hand  of  the  Clerk  of  Assize  or  his  deputy,  or  the 
Clerk  of  the  Peace  or  his  deputy,  as  the  case  may  be,  in  the  form 
as  near  as  may  be,  or  to  the  effect  mentioned  in  the  schedule  an- 
nexed  to  this  act,  with  the  necessary  alterations  to  adapt  it  to  the 
circimistances  of  the  case,  shall  be  delivered  or  transmitted  by  him 
to  the  sheriff  or  gaoler  in  whose  custody  the  person  convicted  shall 
be,  and  the  said  certificate  shall  be  a  sufficient  warrant  to  such 
sheriff  or  gaoler  and  all  other  persons  for  the  execution  of  the 
judgment,  as  the  same  shall  be  so  certified  to  have  been 
affirmed  or  amended,  and  execution  shall  be  thereupon  exe- 
cuted on  such  judgment;  and  for  the  discharge  of  the  person 
convicted  from  further  imprisonment  if  the  judgment  shall  be 
reversed,  avoided,  or  arrested,  and  in  that  case  such  sheriff  or 
gaoler  shall  forthwith  discharge  him,  and  also  the  next  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  or  sessions  of  the  peace 
shall  vacate  the  recognizance  of  bail,  if  any ;  and  if  the  court  of 
oyer  And  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  or  Court  of   Quarter 
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SetsionB,  shall  be  directed  to  give  jadgmenti  the  said  CouTt  shall 
proceed  to  give  judgment  at  the  next  session. 

m.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  the  jurisdiction  and  authorities  by  Qaprom  of 

Judges ;  their 

this  Act  given  to  the  said  justices  of  either  Benchand  Barons  of  the  judffmentB  to 

Exchequer,  shall  and  may  be  exercised  by  the  said  Justices  and  open  court 

Barons,  or  five  of  them  at  the  least,  of  whom  the  Lord  Ohief 

Jostioe  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  or  the  Lord  Ohief  Justice 

of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas,  and  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the 

Court  of  Ezphequer,  or  one  of  such  chiefs  at  least,  shall  be  part, 

heing  met  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  or  other  conyenient  place; 

and  the  judgment  or  judgments  of  the  said  justices  and  barons, 

ghaU  be  deliyered  in  open  court  after  hearing  counsel ;  or  the 

parties,  in  case  the  prosecutor  or  the  person  convicted,  shaU  think 

it  fit  that  the  case  shall  be  argued  in  like  manner  as  the  judgments 

ci  the  superior  Courts  of  common  law,  at  Westminster  or  Dublin, 

as  the  ease  may  be,  are  now  delivered. 

lY .  And  be  it  enacted,  That  the  said  Justices  and  Barons,  when  Case  or  certifi- 
a  case  has  been  reserved  for  their  opinion,  shall  have  power  if  they  ^t  h^  for 
think  fit  to  cause  the  case  or  certificate  to  be  sent  back  for  amend-  "^c"^^®^*- 
ment,  and  thereupon  the  same  shall  be  amended  accordingly  and 
judgment  shall  be  delivered  after  it  shall  have  been  amended. 

y.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  whenever  any  writ  of  error  shall  be  If  judgment  lie 

roversod  on 

brought  upon  any  judgment  on  any  indictment,  information,  pre-  writ  of  error, 
sentment,  or  inquisition  in  any  criminal  case,  and  the  Court  of  ^^^ed  to 
error  shall  reverse  the  judgment,  it  shall  be  competent  for  such  5^1?*®^?^°' 
Court  of  error,  either  to  pronounce  the  proper  judgment  or  to 
lemit  the  record  to  the  Court  below,  in  order  that  such  Court 
may  pronounce  the  proper  judgment  upon  such  indictment,  in- 
foimation,  presentment  or  inquisition. 

YL  And  beitenacted,  That  every  person  who  shall  forgeor alter,  Pmushment 
or  shall  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  or  put  off,  knowing  the  same  to  be         '**^" 
forgedor  altered,  any  certificate  of,  or  copy  certified  by  a  Chief  Jus- 
tice, or  any  certificate  of,  or  copy  certified  by  a  derk  of  assize  or 

VOL.  I.  0  0 
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his  deputy,  or  the  clerk  of  the  peace  or  his  deputy,  as  the  case  may 
be,  with  intent  to  cause  any  person  to  be  discharged  from  custody, 
or  otherwise  prevent  the  due  course  of  justice,  shall  be  guilty  of 
felony ;  and,  being  couTicted  thereof,  shaU  be  liable  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Oourt  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  ten  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceed- 
ing three  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour  and  solitary  confine* 
ment ;  both  or  either  at  the  discretion  of  the  Oourt  before  which 
he  shall  be  tried. 

Eztoat  of  Act.       Vii.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  this  Act  shall  not  extend  to  Soot- 
land. 

Act  may  be  VI  JUL.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  this  Act  maybe  amended  or 

'    repealed  by  any  act  to  be  pcussed  during  this  present  session  of 
parliament. 

SOHEDTTLE. 

Whereas,  at  the  session  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of 
held  on  '  ,  before 

and  others,  their  fellows ;  [or  at  the  session  of 
oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  held  for  the  county  of 

on  before  (among  others) 

Sir  A.  B.,  knight,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  Oourt  of 
and  here  name  the  quorum  commissioners, 

justices  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,]  A.  B.,  late  of 

labourer,  having  been  found  guilty  of  felony, 
and  judgment  thereupon  given,  that  [state  the  substance],  the 
Oourt  before  whom  he  was  tried  reserved  a  certain  question  of 
law  for  the  consideration  of  the  Justices  of  either  Bench  and  the 
Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  and  execution  was  thereupon  respited; 
in  the  mean  time 

This  is  to  certify,  that  the  said  Justices  and  Barons  having  met 
in  the  Exchequer  Ohamber  at  Westminster,  (or  Dublin,  as  the  case 
may  be)  on  the  day  of  it  was  considered 

by  the  said  Justices  and  Barons  there,  that  the  aforesaid  judgment 
should  be  annulled,  and  an  entry  made  on  the  record  that  the 
said  A.  B.  ought  not,  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  Justices  and 
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fiaronSy  to  have  been  oonvicted  of  the  felony  aforesaid ;  and  yon 
are  therefore  hereby  required  forthwith  to  discharge  the  said  A.  B. 
from  your  custody. 

To  the  gaoler  of  ,  and  the  sheriff  of 

and  all  others  whom  it  may  concern. 

Signed  (E.  F.) 

CSerk  of  the  peace  for  the  oonnty  of 
[or  dork  of  the  assize  for  as  the  case 

maybe]. 
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EXILES  AND  OEDEES  (a) 

COUET  FOE  CROWN  CASES  EESEEVED. 

Extract  from  Whebeas  by  an  Act  made  and  passed  in  the  lltli  and  12th 
*  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled  "  An  Act  for 
the  further  Amendment  of  the  Administration  of  the  Criminal 
Law,"  it  is,  amongst  other  things,  enacted,  That  when  any  per- 
son shall  have  been  convicted  of  any  treason,  felony,  or  misde- 
meanor, before  any  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer,  or  gaol  delivery, 
or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  the  Judge,  or  Commissioner,  or  Jus- 
tices of  the  Peace,  before  whom  the  case  shall  have  been  tried, 
may,  in  his  or  their  discretion,  reserve  any  question  of  law  which 
shall  have  arisen  on  the  trial  for  the  consideration  of  the  Jostices 
of  either  Bench  and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer. 

Extract  from  That  the  Judge,  or  Commissioner,  or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions, 
'  '  '  shall  thereupon  state,  in  a  case  signed  in  the  manner  now  usual, 
the  question  or  questions  of  law  which  shall  have  been  so  reserved, 
with  the  special  circumstances  upon  which  the  same  shall  have 
arisen,  and  such  case  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  said  justices  and 
barons. 

It  is  expedient      And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  regulations  be  made  for  the 
latloxiB.  convenience  of  the  Court  established  under  the  said  recited  Act: 

Origmal  ease  It  is  ordered  that,  when  any  case  shall  be  transmitted  by  a 
copies,  to  be  Court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  or  gaol  delivery,  or  Court  of  Quarter 
clCTk^rftt^^^  Sessions,  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court,  the  original  case, 
Courtat  least  signed  by  the  judge,  or  commissioner,  or  chairman  of  sessions,  re- 
before  Sio  serving  the  question  of  law,  and  seventeen  copies  of  such  case, 
^^'  one  for  each  judge  and  one  for  each  party,  shall  be  delivered  to 

the  clerk(&)  of  this  Court,  at  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  West- 

(a)  These  ndoB  and  regolatioxifl  were  published  on  Saturday,  June  1st, 
1860. 

(b)  Biohaid  Honis,  Esq. 
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mmfltfiTj  Bi  least  four  days  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  sitting 
of  the  said  Court. 

That  eveiy  case  transmitted  for  the  oonsideration  of  this  Court  Case  to  be 
fariefiy  state  the  question  or  questions  of  law  reserved,  and  such  ^' 

facts  only  as  raise  the  question  or  questions  submitted ;  if  the 
question  turn  upon  the  indictment  or  upon  any  count  thereof, 
then  the  case  must  set  forth  the  indictment  or  the  particular 
count. 

« 

That  no  case  be  heard  upon  any  demurrer  to  the  pleadings.      Gases  not  to  be 

*  *r  o  stated  upon 

demnireiB. 

That  eveiy  case  shall  state  whether  judgment  on  the  coniriction  Cue  to  state 

TvlietlieF  tbe 

was  passed,  or  postponed,  or  the  execution  of  the  judgment  prisoner  was 
lespited,  and  whether  the  person  convicted  be  in  prison  or  has  ^^^'^^^"^    ^' 
been  discharged  on  recognizance  of  bail  to  appear  and  receive 
judgment,  or  to  render  himself  in  execution. 

Thai  when  any  case  is  intended  to  be  argued  by  coxmsel  or  by  Notice  to  be 
the  parties,  notice  thereof  be  given  to  the  derk  of  this  Court  at  ^i^d  ^ 
least  two  days  previously  to  the  sitting  of  the  said  Court.  appear. 

That  with  every  case  delivered  to  the  Judges  of  this  Court  Fees  to  Judges* 
(except  such  cases  as  shall  be  reserved  by  such  Judges),  the  fee    ^   ' 
payable  to  the  clerks  of  the  said  Judges  shall  not  exceed  the  fee 
payable  on  ''demurrer  and  other  paper  books,"  as  contained  in 
the  table  of  fees  allowed  and  sanctioned  by  the  Judges,  pursuant 
to  Stat.  1  Yiot.  c.  30. 


(Signed) 


Campbell. 
Thos.  Wilde. 
Fred.  Pollock. 
J.  Pabee. 
E.  H.  Aldsbsok. 
J.'Patteson. 
j.  t.  ooleeidoe. 


E.  M.  EOLFE. 

Wm.  Wiqhtman. 
0.  Gresswell. 
W.  Eble. 
T.  J.  Platt. 
E.  V.  WnjjAMs. 
T.  N.  Talfottbd. 


IX 


POINTS  OF  PRACnOE. 

"  A  ooirvioTiON "  is  a  conditioii  precedent  in  all  oases  to  giye 
jurisdiotion  to  tliis  Court       ...  P.  289 

The  Court  will  not  entertain  any  question  which  is  not 
resenred  in  the  case  (p.  24),  even  though  it  should  be  fairly 
deducible  from  the  case  itself  P.  214 ;  and  see  p.  816,  n. 

The  Court  will  not  consider  an  objection  to  the  validity  of  an 
indictment  if  it  be  not  reserved  and  the  indictment  be  not  set  out 
in  the  case  itself  Pp.  24,  d7 

The  Court  upon  a  case  reserved,  in  which  the  indictment  is 
set  out,  will  look  at  the  indictment,  and  if  bad  reverse  the  judg- 
ment Pp.  26,  37 

The  Court  will  not  go  into  any  matter  of  evidence  which 
occurred  at  the  trial,  if  it  is  not  referred  to  in  the  case 

Pp.  214,  266,  346 

The  Conrt  wiU  not  except ;  perhaps,  under  extreme  circum- 
stances, send  a  case  back  to  be  amended 

Pp.  40;  179,  n.;  270,  n. ;  318,  n. 

The  Court  will  not  send  a  case  back  to  be  amended  in  order 
to  raise  a  point  (not  reserved)  whether  a  certain  question  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jniy     ...  P.  214 

Before  a  case  is  submitted  to  this  Court  counsel  may  apply  to 
the  Judge,  by  whom  it  is  stated,  to  amend    .      Pp.  214,  347,  n. 

A  case  reserved  in  term  after  this  Court  has  begun  to  sit, 
(usuaUy  the  second  Saturday  in  term,)  properly  belongs  to  the 
next  rota  ....  P.  270,  n. 

If  a  case  reserved  by  a  Judge  of  one  of  the  superior  Courts 
should  be  called  on  when  such  Judge  is  not  present,  it  will  be 
adjourned  until  he  be  present;  although  a  Judge  who  was 
present  at  the  trial,  and  therefore  acquainted  with  the  facts, 
should  be  one  forming  this  Court,  and  present  when  the  case  is 
so  called  on  .  .  P.  342 ;  but  see  p.  286 

An  objection  to  an  indictment  raised  in  arrest  of  judgment  may 
be  submitted  to  this  Court      .  P.  81 


APPENDIX. 

A  point  which  has  been  decided  upon  demurrer  in  the  Oouit 
below  cannot  be  reserved  for  this  Oourt  Pp.  179,  286 

(JSemhle.)  TVlien  by  arrangement  no  judgment  is- at  the  trial 
given  upon  a  demurrer,  which  does  not  appear  upon  the  record, 
and  the  case  goes  on,  and  the  prisoner  is  convicted,  the  point 
raised  upon  demurrer  may  be  reserved.  [See  however  Rules  of 
Court f  supra,  vii.]  Pp.  165 — ^288 

One  counsel  only  can  be  heard  on  each  side  P.  342 

Goimsel  for  the  prisoner  address  the  Oourt  first,  and  have  a 
reply 

This  Oourt  will  consider  the  case  reserved  and  g^ve  judgment, 
although  no  counsel  should  appear  on  either  side 

Oounsel  will  be  heard  in  support  of  the  conviction,  although  no 
counsel  should  appear  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  P.  81 

So,  by  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  although  no  counsel  should 
appear  for  the  Orown 

{Semhle,)  There  is  no  appeal  from  this  Oourt  by  a  writ  of 
error  ....  P.  286 


REPORTS  OF  CASES, 

AEGUED  AND  DETEEMINED 

IN  THE 

eourt  of  Criminal  ^^m^h 


MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

nr 
THE  TWELFTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 

COBAX 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  Maxjle,  J., 

Patteson,  J.  Cresswell,  J., 

• 

Erle,  J. 
IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.* 

Beg.  v.  ORLA^T)0  Masters. 
EMBEZZLEMENT.  -o^o 

lo4o. 
The  Becorder  of  Binningham  respectfully  submitted  for      Saturday, 

the  oonsideiation  «f  the  learned  Jud£:es,  two  questions  of '- — '■ — 

^  ^-o     J  1  The  Recorder  of 

law.  a  borou^  has 

"  1.  Whether,  under  the  11  &  12  Vict.  o.  78,  s.  1  and 2,  ?i  &^2Vid[  c* 
questions  of  law  may  be  reserved  by  Recorders  P  questionTof  ^ 

"  2.  Whether  the  conviction  of  Orlando  Masters  was  a  rid^ST"" 

good  conviction  P  ^  ^^wttSloney 

"  As  to  the  first  question,  the  power  to  reserve  is  not  in  ^^^  a'  a 
express  terms  given  to  Recorders;  and  it  may  be  con-  *®^^Sv^g^' 
tended  that  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  mentioned  in  master,  and  by 

him  paid  over 

the  Act  are  Courts  composed  of  justices  of  the  peace.     On  to  b.,  a  feUow- 

,  ,  ,         seiTant,  whose 

the  other  hand,  it  may  be  replied,  that  the  1st  section,  duty  it  was  to 
when  enumerating  the  Courts  to  which  the  power  is  given,  again  to  o.»  the 

cashier  in  the 
same  employment,  and  B.  fraudulently  retained  such  money,  it  was  held  to  be  an  embezzlement 
within  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  47. 

VOL.  I.  B 


MASTEBfi. 


CASBS  IN  THE  COUBT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

1848.  uses  the  word  *any/  which  would  seem  to  override  the 
Beo.  I,.  whole  class  enumerated,  and,  consequently,  apply  to  the 
Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions,  and  that  the  2nd  section  enacts 
that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  shall  state  the  case. 
In  boroughs  this  Court  consists  of  the  Recorder  sitting 
as  judge  (5  &  6  Wm.  IV.,  c.  76,  s.  105).  He  is  moreover 
ex  officio  a  justice  of  the  peace  (s.  103).  It  would  thus 
appear  that  Borough  Sessions  are  within  the  words  of  the 
Act,  and  the  absence  of  any  express  distinction  between 
County  Sessions  and  Borough  Sessions  might  be  urged  to 
show  that  no  such  distinction  was  intended.  Indeed,  it 
would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  find  any  motive  for 
withholding  a  power  from  Recorders'  Courts  which  is 
thought  necessary  to  the  due  administration  of  justice  in 
Courts  exercising  a  similar  jurisdiction. 

'^  As  to  the  second  question,  the  case  is  as  follows : — 

"  Orlando  Masters,  a  clerk  in  the  employment  of  Wil- 
liam Holliday,  was  tried  at  the  last  Michaelmas  Quarter 
Sessions  for  the  Borough  of  Birmingham,  on  an  indictment 
charging  him  with  embezzling  three  sums  of  money  re- 
ceived by  him  for  and  on  account  of  his  master  the  prose- 
cutor. 

^'  It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  course  of  business 
adopted  by  the  house  was  for  the  customers  to  pay  moneys 
into  the  hands  of  certain  persons,  who  paid  them  over  to  a 
superintendent ;  he  accounted  with  the  prisoner,  and  paid 
over  such  moneys  to  him,  and  the  prisoner  in  his  turn  ac- 
counted with  cashiers,  and  paid  over  the  moneys  to  them, 
he  having  no  other  duty  to  perform  with  respect  to  such 
moneys  than  to  keep  an  acooimt  which  might  act  as  a 
check  on  the  superintendent  and  the  cashiers,  their  ac- 
counts being  in  like  manner  checks  upon  him.  These  four 
parties  to  the  receipt  of  the  moneys  are  all  servants  of  the 
prosecutor. 

"  "With  respect  to  the  three  sums  in  question,  it  was 
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proved  that  they  passed  in  due  course  from  the  customers,       1848. 
through  the  hands  of  the  immediate  receivers  and  the  su-       nBoTvT 
perintendent,  to  the  prisoner,  who  wilfully  and  fraudulently     Mastebb. 
retained  them. 

"  On  behalf  of  the  prisoner  it  was  objected,  on  the  au- 
thority of  Bex  V.  Murray  J  1  Moody's  0.  C,  276  («),  that 
the  moneys  having,  before  they  reached  the  prisoner,  been 
in  the  possession  of  the  prosecutor's  servants,  did  in  law 
pass  to  the  prisoner  from  his  master,  and  that  consequently 
the  charge  of  embezzlement  could  not  be  sustfuned.  For 
the  Crown  it  was  answered  that  the  prisoner  having  inter- 
cepted the  moneys  in  their  appointed  course  of  progress 
to  the  master,  this  case  was  not  governed  by  that  of  Bex 
V.  Murray  J  where  the  prior  possession  of  the  master  having 
been  as  complete  as  it  waj3  intended  to  be,  the  money  might 
WMonably  be  considered  as  passing  from  the  master  to  the 
prisoner ;  whereas  in  the  present  case  it  was  in  course  of 
passage  through  the  prisoner  to  the  master. 

"  The  Recorder  left  the  case  to  the  Jury,  reserving  the 
point. 

"  The  prisoner  was  convicted,  and  sentenced  to  twelve 
months'  imprisonment,  with  hard  labour. 

(Signed)  "  M.  D.  Hill, 

"  Nov.  3,  1848.  "  Recorder  of  Birmingham." 

Miller^  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  submitted,  first, 
whether  under  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict.,  c.  78,  s.  1, 
the  Recorder  had  power  to  reserve  a  point  of  law.  By 
that  section  it  is  enacted,  ^'  that  when  any  person  shall 
have  been  convicted  of  any  treason,  felony,  or  mis- 
demeanour, before  any  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer,  or 
Gaol  Delivery,  or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  the  judge,  or 
commissioner,  or  justices  of  the  peace,  before  whom  the 
case  shall  have  been  tried,  may,  in  his  or  their  discretion, 

(a)  1  R.  M.  &  M.  276.    See  also  6  C.  &  P.  145,  S,  C, 

b2 


GASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

1848.       reserve  any  questioii  of  law  which  shall  have  arisen  on  the 

"T trial  for  the  consideration  of  the  Justices  of  either  Bench 

MAffTSBs.  of  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  and  thereupon  shall  have 
authority  to  respite  execution  of  the  judgment  on  such 
conviction,  or  postpone  the  judgment  until  such  question 
shall  have  been  considered  and  decided  as  he  or  they  may 
think  fit."  By  sect.  2,  it  is  enacted,  "that  the  judge, 
or  commissioner,  or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  shall 
thereupon  state,  in  a  case  signed  in  the  manner  now 
usual  (a),  the  question  or  questions  of  law  which  shall 
have  been  so  reserved,  with  the  special  droumstanoes^ 
upon  which  the  same  shall  have  arisen."  These  sec- 
tions do  not  in  express  terms  refer  to  the  Becorder  of 
a  Borough,  but  they  mention  ^any  Court  of  Quarter 


(«)  Tlie  uBual  piactice  (which  was  confined  to  the  superior  judges)  has  been 
that  when  the  judge  presiding  at  the  trial  has  had  any  doubt  upon  a  point  of 
law,  he  has  reserved  it  for  the  consideration  of  the  other  Common-law  Judges 
of  Westminster  Hall,  who  usually  met  for  the  consideration  of  Crown  cases^ 
on  the  second  Saturday  in  each  tenn.  If  the  case  was  to  be  argued  on  either 
side  by  counsel,  the  Judges  assembled  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  but  if  no 
counsel  appeared  they  deliberated  in  their  private  room.  The  case,  upon  which 
the  point  of  law  arose,  was  drawn  up  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  a  copy  thereof 
signed  by  him  was  submitted  to  each  of  the  Common-law  Judges,  usually  on 
the  first  day  of  the  ensuing  term.  The  Court  constituted  under  the  new  Act, 
the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78  (which  extends  to  any  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  or 
Ghbol  Delivery,  'or  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions)  has  not  at  present  issued  any 
rules  of  practice.  But  as  the  Act  refers  to  the  manner  heretofore  usual,  it 
appears  that  the  proper  course  is  for  the  presiding  Judge  of  the  Court  in 
which  the  trial  takes  place  to  draw  up  as  short  a  statement  of  the  point 
of  law  as  he  conveniently  can,  omitting  all  matters  of  fact,  and  other  matters 
of  general  evidence,  not  necessary  to  elucidate  the  point  of  law  submitted. 
The  Court  to  which  it  is  referred  not  being  constituted  to  inquire  into 
any  tnatters  of  fact.  Fifteen  copies,  signed  by  the  Judge  submitting  the 
case,  should  be  transmitted  at  the  earliest  opportunity  to  the  Master*  of  the 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  Exchequer  Chamber,  Westminster  Hall.  No  fees 
are  payable  on  delivery.  The  case  is  not  usually  submitted  to  the  counsel 
engaged;  but  on  application  to  the  Judge  it  is  usually  furnished. 


*  No  officer  is  provided  for  tins  Court  by  the  statute.  This  omission  in  the 
Act  will,  in  all  probability,  be  remedied  during  the  present  Session  of  Parlia- 
ment. The  duties  have  hiuierto2f>ro  temporeyDeem  efficiently  and  courteously 
performed  by  Bichard  Morris,  Esq.,  Assistant  Master  of  £he  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer. 
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iSesBions,'  and  in  boroughs  this  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  1848. 
consists  of  a  Beoorder  sitting  as  sole  judge.  By  5  &  6  Bxa7v7 
Will  IV.  c.  76,  s.  105,  it  is  enacted,  "that  the  Eecorder  MAsrias*. 
of  every  borough  shall  hold  once  in  every  quarter  of  a 
year,  or  at  siioh  other  and  more  frequent  times  as  the  said 
Beoorder  in  his  disoretion  may  think  fit,  or  as  his  Majesty 
shall  think  fit  to  direct,  a  Court  of  Quarter  Seseions  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  such  borough,  of  which  Court  the  Be* 
eorder  of  such  borough  shall  9it  as  the  sole  judge  ;  and  such 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  shall  be  a  Court  of 
Becord,  and  shall  have  cognizance  of  all  dimes,  offences, 
and  matters  whatsoever,  cognizable  by  any  Court  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions  of  the  peace  for  counties  in  England ;  and  the 
said  Beoorder  shall  have  power  to  do  all  things  necessary 
for  exercising  such  jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  his  being 
such  sole  judge,  as  fully  as  any  such  last-mentioned  Court." 
Moreover,  the  Becorder  is  ex  officio  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

Secondly,  whether  this  was  an  embezzlement  within  the 
meaning  of  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  47. — By  that  section  it 
is  enacted  "  that  if  any  clerk,  or  servant,  or  any  person  em- 
ployed for  the  purpose,  or  in  the  capacity,  of  a  clerk,  or  ser- 
vant, shall,  by  virtue  of  such  employment,  receive  or  take  into 
his  possession  any  chattel,  money  or  valuable  security,  for 
or  in  the  name,  or  on  the  account  of  his  master,  and  shall 
fraudulently  embezzle  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  every 
such  offender  shall  be  deemed  to  have  feloniously  stolen  the 
same  from  his  master,  although  such  money,  chattel,  or 
Becurity  was  not  received  into  the  possession  of  the  master, 
otherwise  than  by  the  actual  possession  of  his  clerk,  ser- 
vant, or  other  person  so  employed.''  The  prisoner  was  em- 
ployed as  the  servant  of  the  prosecutor,  and  received  the 
money  in  pursuance  of  such  employment  for  and  on  accoimt 
of  his  master,  and  fraudulently  withheld  it,  and  converted 
it  to  his  own  use.  This  case  was  clearly  one  of  embezzle- 
ment, and  altogether  distinguishable  from  Bex  v.  Murray^ 


CASES  IN  THE  COTJKT  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

1848.  for  there  the  prior  possession  by  the  master  was  complete ; 
R^^.^.  and,  therefore,  the  money  might  be  considered  ^s  passing 
^'^^^^^^  from  the  master  to  the  servant ;  but  here  the  master  never 
had  complete  possession.  The  statute  applies  in  all  cases 
where  a  man  who  has  received  money  for  and  on  account 
of  his  master,  neglects  to  account  for  it,  and  fraudulently 
converts  it  to  his  own  use.  This  case  was  of  that  descrip- 
tion, and  came  clearly  within  the  very  words  of  the 
statute  (a). 

Pollock,  C.  B. — This  case  differs  from  Bex  v.  Mur- 
ray.  Here  the  money  was  in  course  of  passage  through 
the  prisoner  to  the  master.  The  prisoner  was  one  of  those 
whose  duty  it  was  to  receive  the  money  in  its  transit,  and 
pay  it  over.  He  did  receive  it  and  did  not  pay  it  over,  but 
embezzled  it :  the  conviction  is  therefore  right. 

Pattbson,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the 
power  of  the  Eeoorder  to  reserve  a  case,  that  is  perfectly 
plain.  He  is  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  therefore  within 
the  statute. 

Maule,  Cresswell,  and  Erle,  J  J.  concurred. 

Conviction  aflSrmed. 

(a)  No  oounBel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 
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Beg.  v.  Elizabeth  Garnek. 

1848. 


CONFESSION.  satur^y. 

Nov,  if. 

The  prisoner^  Elizabeth  G-omer,  a  girl  13  years  of  age,  Thewoids,  "it 
was  indicted  and  tried  at  the  Lincoln  Summer  Assizes,  1848,  for  you  to  teii 
before  Patteson,  J.,  for  administering  poison  to  her  mis-  dieased  to  a 
trees,  Mary  Smith,  with  intent  to  murder  her.     In  order  ^rs^^!^,  by 
to  prove  the  fact  a  medical  man,  a  Mr.  Gilby,  was  called,  atSS^n 
to  whom  the  prisoner  in  the  presence  of  her  mistress  had  SxT^Vsm^ 

made  a  confession.  pected  of  hav- 

ing poisoned, 

Before  the  evidence  was  admitted,  Gilby,  in  answer  to  «» sufficient  to 

,  •"  exclude  evi- 

questions  put  to  him,  said  that  he  did  not  tell  the  prisoner  ^^^e  of  a  con- 

,  __,  •!  f esrion  by  the 

that  it  would  be  better  or  worse  for  her  to  tell ;  that  neither  giri  consequent 
he  nor  any  one  else  had  made  use  of  any  threats  or  pro-  th^. 
mises  to  induce  her  to  confess.  The  following  evidence  denoe  of  a  con- 
was  then  received.  "  I  asked  her  if  she  had  given  the  rlSivai^hich 
woman  any  thing  in  her  milk.  She  said  she  had  mixed  some  ^iS^^^it 
fag-water  with  the  milk :  she  had  put  in  half  a  tea-cup-  S^Tw^x-"^^ 
ful.    I  asked  her  if  she  was  aware  of  the  nature  of  it.     She  *^?^t?  *  ^^^ 

wnicn  was 

ssdd  she  knew  it  was  poison ;  she  thought  it  would  kill  the  '^^v^'^Si®^ 
woman ;  that  she  had  done  it  in  order  to  be  released  from  t^e  jury  on  the 

ground  that  they 
her  service.'*  coidd  not  divest 

-  _^  _  their  minds  of 

A  woman  of  the  name  of  Brampton,  who  was  also  present  the  effects  pro- 
at  the  time  of  the  confession,  was  then  called  as  a  witness,  admission ;  and 
who  said  that  GFilby  told  the  prisoner  in  the  presence  of  her  con^c^^'^" 
mistress  and  her  husband,  and  before  she  had  made  any  ^  x^wsed.^^ 
confession,  "that  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  tell  the 
truth."     Gilby  was  then  recalled ;  and  upon  being  ques- 
tioned said,  "  I  could  not  positively  swear  that  I  did  not 
teU  the  prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  tell  the 
truth.     I  do  not  recollect  that  I  did.     I  cannot  say  posi- 
tively what  was  the  first  thing  I  said  to  her.     I  believe  I 
asked  her  what  she  had  put  in  the  milk.     It  is  very  likely 
that  I  might  tell  her  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  tell  the 
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1848.  truth.  Smith  and  his  wife  were  both  present  and  heard 
r]^^7p!  what  I  said."  Smith,  who  was  examined  as  a  witness, 
Gabitsb.     oould  not  recollect  what  was  said.    Upon  this, 

Flowers,  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  the  prisoner's 
confession  ought  to  be  struck  out  of  the  learned  Judge's 
notes,  and  not  submitted  to  the  jury.  In  support  of  this  he 
dted  Rex  v.  Spencer  (a),  Reg,  v.  Taylor  (J),  and  Reg.  v. 
Laugher  {c), 

Patteson,  J.,  after  consulting  with  Denman,  C.  J.,  de- 
clined to  strike  the  evidence  of  her  confession  off  his  notes, 
and  left  the  whole  case  to  the  jury,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  impossible  that  the  jury,  after  they  had  heard  the  con- 
fession, could  entirely  divest  their  minds  of  it.  The  deposi- 
tion of  the  mistress  was  then  read,  in  which  appeared  an 
accoimt  of  the  conversation  between  GKlby  and  the  prisoner, 
without  any  mention  of  any  threat  or  promise  (d).    Inde- 


ed) 7  C.  &  P.  776.  (i)  8  C.  &  P.  733. 

(c)  2  C.  &  K.  225. 

{d)  The  mistress,  who  was  soffering  from  dropsy,  was  incapable  of  being 
removed  to  give  evidence.  Her  deposition  had  therefore  been  taken  by  a 
magistrate  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner.  By  1  &  2  P.  &  M.  c.  14,  s.  4, 
**  In  all  cases  of  felony  and  manslaughter  two  justices  (one  of  the  quorum) 
before  whom  any  prisoners  shall  be  brought,  shall,  before  any  bail  or  main- 
prize,  take  the  examination  of  prisoners,  and  the  information  of  them  that 
bring  them,  and  certify  the  examination  with  the  bailment  at  the  next 
general  gaol  delivery  to  be  holden  within  the  limits  of  their  commission."  By 
2  &  3  P.  &  M.  o.  10,  s.  2,  **  Any  justice  before  whom  any  persons  shall  be 
brought  for  manslaughter,  or  felony,  or  for  suspicion  thereof,  before  he  or  they 
shall  cominit  or  send  such  prisoner  to  ward,  shall  take  the  examination  of 
such  prisoner,  and  information  of  them  that  bring  him,  of  the  fact  and  cir- 
cumstances thereof,  and  the  same  or  as  much  thereof  as  shall  be  material  U> 
prove  the  felony,  and  shaU  put  in  writing  within  two  days  after  the  said 
examination,  and  shall  certify,"  as  directed  by  the  1  &  2  P.  &  M.  c.  14, 
s.  4.  By  the  7  G^.  IV.  c.  64,  s.  2,  '*  Two  justices  of  the  peace,  before  they 
shall  admit  to  bail,  and  the  justice  or  justices,  before  he  or  they  shall  commit 
to  prison,  any  person  arrested  for  felony,  or  on  suspicion  thereof,  shall  take 
the  examination  of  such  person,  and  the  information  upon  oath  of  those  who 
shall  know  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  shall  put  the  same 
or  as  much  thereof  as  shall  be  material  into  writing,  and  the  two  justices  shall 
certify  such  bailment  in  writing,  and  such  justice  or  justices  shall  submit 
all  such  examinations,  informations,  &c.,  and  deliver  and  cause  the  same  to  be 
delivered  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  Court  in  which  the  trial  is  to  be,  before  or 
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pendent  of  the  confession,  the  evidence  did  not  warrant  a       1848. 
conviction.  rbc... 

The  ]  uiy  found  the  prisoner  guilty^  and  the  learned  Judge      ^^bneb. 
reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  whether  he  was  right 
in  admitting  the  evidence,  and  leaving  it  to  the  jury. 

FhwerSf  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  the  evidence  of 
the  confessioii  ought  not  to  have  gone  io  the  jury.  The 
words  of  Gilby  were  an  inducement  to  the  prisoner  to  make 

at  the  qpening  of  fhe  Court."  By  sect.  3,  the  same  proyision  is  made  where  any 
person  ischargedbeforea  justice  with  a  misdemeandur.  These  statutes  do  notin 
expren  tenns  malce  the  depositions  admissible  in  evidence  against  a  prisoner. 
It  has,  howerer,  been  usual  to  receive  them  in  evidence  where  the  person  who 
made  the  depositions  is  dead,  or  insane,  or  purposely  kept  out  of  the  way ; 
but  it  has  been  doubted  whether  they  could  be  read  when  the  party  was  from 
iUness  unable  to  travel  (see  Chit.  Arch.  9th  ed.  133).  In  numerous  caees, 
also,  whii^h  might  be  adduced,  the  statutes  were  insufficient  for  the  proper 
administration  of  justice.  It  was,  therefore,  thought  necessary  to  enact,  by 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42, 8. 17,  that  "  in  all  cases  where  any  peison  shall  appear  or 
be  brought  before  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  charged  with  any 
indictable  offence,  whether  committed  in  England,  or  Wales,  or  upon  the  high 
sea,  or  on  land  beyond  the  sea ;  or  whether  such  person  appear  voluntarily 
upon  summons,  or  have  been  apprehended  with  or  without  warrant,  or  be  in 
custody  for  the  same  or  any  other  offence,  such  justice  or  justices,  before 
he  or  they  shall  oommit  such  accused  person  to  prison  for  trial,  or  before  he 
or  they  shall  admit  him  to  baQ,  shall,  in  the  presence  of  such  accused 
person,  who  shall  be  at  liberty  to  put  questions  to  any  witness  produced 
against  him,  take  the  statement  on  oath  or  affirmation  of  those  who  shall 
know  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  shaU  put  the  same  into 
writing ;  and  such  depositions  shall  be  read  over  to  and  signed  respectively  by 
the  witnesses  who  shaU  have  been  so  examined,  and  shall  be  signed  also  by 
the  justice  or  justices  taldng  the  same;  and  the  justice  or  justices  before 
whom  any  such  witness  shall  apx)ear  to  be  examined  as  aforesaid  shall,  before 
such  intneBB  is  examined,  administer  to  such  witness  the  usual  oath  or  affir- 
mation, which  such  justice  or  justices  shall  have*full  power  and  authority  to  do. 
And  if,  upon  the  trial  of  the  person  so  accused  as  first  aforesaid,  it  shall  be 
proved,  by  the  oath  or  affirmation  of  any  credible  witness,  that  any  person, 
whose  deposition  shall  have  been  taken  as  aforesaid,  is  dead,  or  to  iU  as  not 
to  he  able  to  trarel,  and  if  also  it  be  proved  that  such  deposition  was  taken 
in  the  presence  of  the  person  so  accused,  and  that  he,  or  his  counsel,  or 
attorney  had  a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  witness,  then  if  such 
deposition  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  justice,  by  or  before  whom  the  same 
purports  to  have  been  taken,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  read  such  deposition  as  evi- 
dence in  such  proeecution,  without  further  proof  thereof,  unless  it  shall  be 
proved  that  such  deposition  was  not,  in  fact,  signed  by  the  justice  purporting 
to  sign  tiie  same."    See  also,  s.  18,  Form  of  Caution  to  be  used  by  Justices. 


Qabneb. 
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1848.       the  confession.  Reg.  v.  Laugher  was  expressly  in  point ;  there 
reo.  V,       the  words  used  were,  "  Tell  the  truth,"  and  the  evidence 
was  excluded.     The  present  case  is  much  stronger.     Here 
the  words  are,  "  It  will  be  better  for  you  to  speak  the  truth." 

Maule,  J. — I  have  heard  similar  words  used  five  hundred 
times,  and  the  evidence  in  such  cases  has  always  been 
excluded. 

Erle,  J. — It  has  been  held  by  some  judges  that  the 
mere  words  "  You  had  better  tell  the  truth,"  do  not  neces- 
sarily amount  to  such  an  inducement  or  exhortation  as  to 
exclude  the  evidence  of  a  confession.  I  am  of  opinion  the 
words  are  only  an  exhortation  to  speak  the  truth.  It  is, 
however,  in  every  case  a  question  entirely  for  the  judge 
before  whom  the  trial  takes  place,  whether  the  words  do 
or  do  not  amount  to  an  inducement. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  collect  from  my  Brother  Patteson, 
that  he  would  have  excluded  the  evidence,  if  Gilby  had 
admitted  in  the  first  instance  that  it  was  likely  he  had 
made  use  of  the  words  imputed  to  him. 

Pattbson,  J. — I  must  observe,  that  had  Mr.  Gilby  so 
stated  in  the  first  instance,  I  should  not  have  received  the 
evidence.  But  the  use  of  any  words  amounting  to  an 
inducement  not  being  in  evidence  at  the  time,  evidence  of 
the  confession  was  properly  received.  Afterwards,  when 
Mr.  Gilby  was  recalled,  he  said,  "Very  likely  he  might 
have  said  so,"  and  the  words  were  aflSrmatively  proved  by 
another  witness.  The  question  therefore  is,  whether  I 
ought  to  have  treated  the  evidence  in  the  same  way  as  if 
the  witness  had  so  said  originally,  and  the  evidence  of  the 
confession  had  never  been  admitted.  There  is  no  doubt 
but  in  that  case  the  prisoner  would  have  had  an  acquittal, 
because  there  was  no  other  evidence  for  a  conviction. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  convic- 
tion cannot  be  sustained. 

Conviction  reversed. 
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SITTINGS  AFTEE  MICHAELMAS  TEEM, 

nr 
THE  TWELFTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 

COBAX 

PoixocK,  C.  B.,  Patteson,  J., 

Parke,  B.,  .    Cresswell,  J., 

Williams,  J. 

IN  THE  exchequer  CHAMBER. 

Esa.  V.  John  Distin  Steak. 
LAECENY. 
'*  John  Distin  Stear  was  tried  at  the  last  MichaelmajB        1848. 


Quarter  Seesions  for  the  borough  of  Plymouth,  on  an  in-      Saturday, 
dictment  charging  him  with  stealing  a  mare,  the  property  tj^^  prosecutor 
of  James  Pugsley,  and  found  guilty,  the  judgment  being  Sfp^^r  for 
respited  subject  to  the  foUowing  case.  S^i^i  toJtSe 

"  It  appeared  in  evidenoe  that  the  prosecutor,  who  lived  *^®  wver^  ap- 

*  *  ^   *  '  plicatiODB  to 

in  Jersey,  had,  in  March,  1848,  delivered  a  horse  and  the  "ave  her  re- 

,,  turned.    The 

mare  in  question  to  the  keepmg  of  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  pnaoner  pro- 

,    ,  mised  to  ride 

fanner  and  horse-dealer,  living  at  Loddeswell,  16  miles  the  mare  to 
Iiom  Plymouth,  with  orders  to  do  his  best  to  sell  them,  the  Drosecutor ; 
Accordingly,  in  May,  1848,  the  prisoner  sold  the  horse,  put  the  mi^  up 
On  the  27th  June,  1848,  the  prosecutor,  who  was  himself  Said^r  her"' 
examined  as  a  witness,  went  to  Loddeswell  with  Bichard  tiie^^ro^ls 
Gee  (who  was  also  examined  as  a  witness)  and  stated  to  the  ^^r  w^Swd 
prisoner  that  he  came  for  the  express  purpose  of  taking  the  J^^^J  ^^ttie 
mare  away,  and  that  he  wanted  his  bill.     The  prisoner  an-  ™*5®  ^^^^^^ 

Ae  QeBireQ  to 

Bwered  that  he  had  no  bill  to  give  him,  that  all  was  paid  »end  her  to, 

,  ,  and  sent  a  boy, 

with  the  money  he,  the  prisoner,  had  received  from  the  who  went,  with 

■.        ,     #  ii  At    I  t       It  .  11   orders  to  the 

prosecutor,  and  out  of  the  money  that  he,  the  prisoner,  had  ostler  at  the 

stable  not  to 
let  the  prisoner 
haTs  ti>e  mare  aeain.    The  prosecutor  then  told  the  prisoner  * '  never  to  put  finger  near  the  mare 
again/*  to  whi£  the  prisoner  answered,  *'  Well."    The  prisoner  afterwaids  applied  to  the 
(Mtler  for  the  mare,  ana  obtained  her  by  means  of  a  false  statement.    Held,  that  uie  prisoner 
iru  rightly  convicted  of  larceny. 
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1848.  got  for  the  sale  of  the  horse ;  that  he  had  sold  the  horse 
nun  m  rtoaT  for  17  BovereignSy  and  that  after  all  was  paid  he  had  14 
sovereigns  to  hand  over  to  the  prosecutor ;  he  added,  that 
the  mare  had  received  temporary  injury  from  a  fall,  and  it 
appearing  on  examination  that  such  was  the  case,  the  pro- 
secutor consented  that  she  should  remain  with  the  prisoner 
a  few  days  longer.  The  next  day  (the  28th  Jime)  the 
prosecutor,  in  consequence  of  some  information  received  in 
the  interval,  went  again  with  his  brother-in-law,  Thomas 
Steer  (who  was  also  examined  as  a  witness)  to  the  house  of 
the  prisoner,  who  was  at  that  time  absent ;  whereupon  the 
prosecutor  left  Thomaa  Steer  there  with  orders  on  the  re- 
turn of  the  prisoner  to  demand  the  mare  and  the  money. 
Upon  the  prisoner's  return  on  the  29th,  Thomas  Steer  made 
this  demand  accordingly,  when  the  prisoner  refused  to  give 
up  the  mare  or  the  money  to  him,  but  said  that  he  would 
go  and  see  the  prosecutor  himself  at  Plymouth,  and  there- 
upon the  prisoner  rode  the  mare,  and  Thomas  Steer  rode  in 
company  with  him  to  Plymouth  the  same  day.  At  Ply- 
mouth the  prisoner,  in  Thomas  Steer's  presence,  placed  the 
mare  at  Port's  Livery  Stables,  and  they  both  then  went 
to  seek  the  prosecutor.  On  finding  him,  Thomas  Steer 
stated  in  the  prisoner's  presence  that  he  the  prisoner  had 
stated  that  he  would  not  deliver  to  him  the  mare  or  the 
money,  but  that  he  would  go  himself  to  Plymouth.  The 
prosecutor  upon  this  told  the  prisoner  that  he  need  not 
have  done  so,  as  he,  the  prosecutor,  had  given  full  power  in 
the  matter  to  Thomas  Steer  the  day  before ;  Thomas  Steer 
then  said  the  mare  is  at  Port's :  after  this  they  dined  toge- 
ther, and  then  the  prisoner  paid  the  prosecutor  13/.,  saying 
that  he  kept  back  1/.  for  vetches  had  since  the  mare's  ill- 
ness, and  that  this  was  all  that  was  due. 

"  The  prosecutor  then  told  Thomas  Steer  to  take  the 
mare  and  ride  her  to  Mr.  Elliot's,  at  Babland,  who  was 
going  to  keep,  and  eventually  buy  her.    Upon  this  the  pri- 
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soner  said,  '^Whj  not  let  me  take  the  mare  back  to  Mr.  1848. 
Elliot's  mjrself ,  its  all  in  my  way  ?"  to  whicli  the  prosecutor  rbo.  r.  Stbab. 
answered,  **  I  dare  you  ever  to  put  finger  near  that  mare 
again.  Thomas  shall  ride  her  to  Mr.  Elliot's,  and  you  may 
ride  Thomafi's  horse  home  if  you  please."  The  prisoner 
then  left.  Just  after  this,  the  prosecutor  sent  his  nephew 
George  with  orders,  according  to  which,  George  went  to 
the  stable  at  Fort's  where  the  mare  was,  and  ordered  the 
ostler  not  to  let  the  prisoner  have  the  mare,  as  it  was  his 
uncle's.  The  prosecutor,  in  the  mean  time,  set  out  to  go 
on  board  the  steamer  for  Jersey.  On  his  way  to  the  Quay 
the  prisoner  joined  him,  and  again  twice  asked  him  to  be 
allowed  to  take  the  mare  to  Mr.  Elliot's  himself,  and  was 
again  twioe  ordered  by  the  prosecutor  in  the  presence  of 
Thomas  Steer,  who  accompanied  them,  never  to  put  finger 
near  the  mare  more,  to  which  he  answered,  ^  Well.'  The 
prisoner  then  said,  ^  I  am  short,'  to  which  the  prosecutor 
answered,  ^  I  wont  see  you  short  for  a  crown-piece  to  go 
home  with,'  and  gave  him  ba.  The  prisoner  then  left. 
Thomas  Steer  went  on  with  the  prosecutor  and  saw 
him  on  board  the  steamer  for  Jersey.  In  the  mean- 
while, the  prisoner  on  leaving  the  prosecutor,  met  a  man 
called  Elmsley,  who  had  been  in  company  with  the 
prisoner  and  the  prosecutor  in  the  course  of  the  after- 
noon. On  so  meeting  Ehnsley,  he  told  him  that  the  pro- 
secutor and  himself  had  made  it  all  right,  and  that  the 
prosecutor  had  given  him  bs.  Elmsley,  who  was  examined 
as  a  witness  at  the  trial,  then  went  with  the  prisoner,  about 
five  o'dook,  p.m.,  to  Port's  stables.  The  ostler  then  told 
the  prisoner  that  a  boy  had  been  there  to  say  that  he,  the 
ostler,  was  not  to  give  up  the  mare  to  him,  the  prisoner, 
for  she  was  his  uncle's.  To  this,  the  prisoner  answered, 
*  I  have  just  left  the  party,  it  is  all  right  now,'  and  or- 
dered out  the  mare ;  upon  which  the  ostler  brought  out  the 
mare,  and  gave  her  to  the  prisoner.    The  prisoner  then 
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1848.  paid  for  the  mare's  bait,  and  said,  ^  If  any  one  comes  to 
Kbq.v.Stkab!  iii^liiire  for  me,  say  I  am  gone  into  the  country,  a  mile,  to 
see  a  pony,  and  shall  be  back  in  an  hour.'  Elmsley  then 
said,  '  If  I  am  to  go  to  the  Town's-end,  I  will  ride  the 
mare.'  The  prisoner  then  handed  the  mare  to  Elmsley, 
who  moxmted,  and  rode  her  through  the  streets,  the  pri- 
soner following  close  by  his  side.  When  they  arrived  at  the 
Modbury-inn,  on  the  outskirt  of  the  town,  Elmsley  dis- 
mounted, and  they  stopped  and  drank.  The  prisoner  then 
said,  *  I  am  off  home,'  got  up,  and  rode  the  mare  away. 
The  prisoner  never  returned  to  Port's;  and  neither  the 
ostler,  nor  Elmsley,  saw  him  again  until  he  was  in  cuBtody. 
On  his  road  home  to  Loddeswell,  on  his  being  asked  by 
Kichard  G-ee,  aforesaid,  whom  he  had  accidentally  met, 
*  How's  this,  that  you  have  got  the  mare  back  P '  The 
prisoner  answered,  *  I  have  seen  Mr.  Pugsley,  and  settled  to 
take  her  back  again.'  Thomas  Steer,  after  seeing  the  pro- 
secutor on  board  the  steamer  for  Jersey,  went  to  Port's  and 
f oimd  the  mare  gone.  On  further  inquiry,  he  subsequently 
(on  the  7th  of  July)  went  to  the  prisoner's  house  and  de- 
manded the  mare,  when  the  prisoner  said,  that  he  had  sold 
her ;  upon  which  a  warrant  was  applied  for,  and  the  prisoner 
apprehended.  It  appeared  further,  in  evidence,  that  pri- 
soner's brother,  William,  had  sold  the  mare,  as  early  as  the 
3rd  of  July,  to  a  Mr.  Bickf  ord,  with  the  prisoner's  assent,  the 
prisoner  stating  to  Mr.  Bickford,  that  he  himself  had  pre- 
viously sold  the  mare  to  his  own  brother.  During  the  whole  of 
these  proceedings,  as  it  appeared  in  evidence,  the  prisoner 
never  set  up  any  claim  to  her  for  the  keep  or  for  attendance 
on  the  mare,  neither  did  he  even  allege  that  he  had  any 
pecuniary  demand  of  any  sort  against  the  prosecutor,  until 
he  appeared  in  custody  before  the  magistrates.  At  the 
trial  no  evidence  was  tendered  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cutor of  any  such  debt  or  demand.  At  the  close  of  the 
case  for  the  prosecution,  it  was  contended  for  the  prisoner. 
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on  the  authority  of  Rex  v.  Smith  (a),  and  Rex  v.  Banks  (6),  1848. 
that  there  was  no  case  of  felony  to  go  to  the  jury.  I,  ebo.  v.  Stkar^ 
howeyer,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  present  case  was  distin- 
guishable from  the'  oases  cited ;  and  that,  although  there 
was  clearly  no  felonious  intention  on  the  part  of  the  pri- 
soner at  the  time  when  he  first  got  possession  of  the  mare, 
by  virtue  of  the  original  bailment  in  March,  still,  as  that 
bailment  was  determined  before  the  prisoner  took  the  mare 
away  from  Port's,  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  regard 
l)eing  had  to  aU  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  with  what 
intention  the  prisoner  so  took  the  mare  away  on  the  29th 
June.  The  jury  having  found  the  prisoner  "  Guilty,"  the 
jadgment  was  respited,  the  prisoner  being  in  the  mean 
time  liberated  on  recognizances.  The  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  therefore,  is  now  respectfully  requested  as  to 
whether  the  prisoner  was  rightly  convicted. 

"W.  0.  EowB, 
"  Dec.  1,  1848.  "  Eeoorder  of  Plymouth." 

Greenwood^  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that,  upon  the 
facts  stated,  this  was  no  felony.  The  prisoner,  who  took  the 
mare  to  the  stable,  delivered  her  to  the  ostler,  paid  for  the 
bait,  and  the  mare  was,  by  the  ostler,  re-delivered  to  the  pri- 
soner; and,  therefore,  no  change  of  property  ever  took  place, 
nor  could  any  change  of  property  ever  take  place  without  a 
re-delivery  in  law  to  the  prisoner,  of  which  there  was  no  suf- 
ficient evidence.  In  March,  1848,  the  horse  and  mare  were 
delivered  to  the  prisoner  to  sell.  The  horse  was  sold  by 
him,  and,  after  several  attempts  to  sell  the  mare,  a  question 
arose  between  the  parties  as  to  taking  her  back  from  the 
prisoner.  The  prisoner  afterwards  rode  the  mare  to  the 
itables  at  Plymouth,  and  there  met  with  the  prosecutor,  who 
said  to  him,  "  I  dare  you  ever  to  put  your  finger  upon  the 

(«}  1  Moo.  C.  C.  473.  {b)  Buss.  &  By.  441. 


16  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  CEIMINAL  x\PPEAL. 

1848.  mare  again ;"  and  sent  a  person  to  the  stable  to  tell  the 
Eeo.  v.  Stbae.  ostler  not  to  deliver  the  mare  to  any  other  person  than  him- 
self. This  did  not  divest  the  prisoner  of  the  possession  of 
the  property ;  he  therefore  still  continued  to  deal  with  the 
mare,  for  the  purpose  of  sale  in  order  to  secure  his  commis- 
sion. This  could  not  be  said  to  be  a  felony.  But,  even 
allowing  that  the  time  of  the  bailment  was  at  an  end,  if  the 
possession  still  remained  in  the  prisoner  no  felony  was  com- 
mitted. l^Pollocky  C.  B. — But  can  you  make  that  out? 
Here  the  offence  charged  against  the  prisoner  is  taking 
a  horse  away  from  a  certain  person.  If  the  property 
was  never  out  of  the  possession  of  the  prisoner,  there 
clearly  was  no  taking,  and  if  so,  there  was  no  felony. 
This  appears  to  me  entirely  a  question  of  fact  (a).]  The 
objection  here  appeared  upon  the  statement  of  the  case. 
The  question  left  to  the  jury  was  the  intention  with  which 
the  prisoner  took  the  mare  away  from  Port's  stables; 
this  he  apprehended  was  not  the  criterion.  If  goods  have 
been  delivered  to  a  person  for  the  purpose  of  selling  them 
within  a  week,  and  he  sells  them  after  the  week,  even  animo 
furandiy  it  is  not  a  stealing.  Eeg.  v.  Gaodbody  (6).  There 
is  a  distinction  between  the  determination  of  the  bailment 
and  the  determination  of  the  possession.  [Parke^  B. — ^If 
goods  are  delivered  to  a  person  to  carry,  and  he  break 
the  package,  the  bailment  is  determined.  When  a  man 
rides  a  horse  further  than  he  has  a  right  to  do,  it  does  not 
constitute  a  felony ;  but  here  there  is  a  positive  deter- 
mination by  the  party.  Creaswelly  J. — ^What  do  you  say  to 
the  case  of  a  person  who  rides  a  horse  in  a  fair,  and  re- 
turns and  declines  to  give  the  price  demanded,  and  is  told 
to  dismount,  and  then  rides  away :  is  not  that  a  felony  ? 
Parke  J  B. — The  cases  certainly  go  to  show  that  when  a 

(a)  His  lordship  further  observed,  "It  is  yeiy  inconyenient  to  send  a  long 
statement  of  facts  to  us  to  draw  a  conclusion,  and  I  hope  such  a  practice 
will  not  prevail." 

(*)  8  C.  &  P.  665. 
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party  holds  over  after  the  determination  of  the  bailment,  1848. 
he  is  not  guilty  of  larceny.  In  such  case  he  is  merely  a  req.  v,  Steab. 
holder  by  wrong ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  there  is  a  positive 
(jrder  to  give  up  the  property.  [  Williams^  J. — I  take  it  the 
distinction  is,  whether  trespass  de  bonis  asportatis  or  trover 
would  be  the  proper  form  of  action.  If  the  former,  an  indict- 
ment might  perhaps  be  sustained ;  but  not  so  if  the  latter. 
Pollockf  C.  B. — The  question  is,  whether  there  was  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  custody  or  possession  of  Fort  was 
the  possession  of  the  owner  after  certain  droumstances 
which  took  place.  Pattesan^  J. — Whether  Port  was  made 
the  agent  of  the  prosecutor  by  what  took  place  between  the 
parties.]  What  appears  is  simply  that  a  message  was  sent  to 
the  ostler,  which  he  disregarded;  that  being  so,  the  question 
is,  whether  the  possession  of  the  prisoner  had  ever  termi- 
nated. It  would  have  been  different  if  anything  which  could 
be  construed  to  determine  that  possession  had  taken  place 
in  the  presence  of  Fort,  to  which  Port  had  assented,  and,  as 
it  were,  attorned  to  the  prosecutor.  If  the  mare  had  re- 
mained at  the  prisoner's  own  stable,  and  the  prosecutor  had 
made  the  same  observation,  would  it  have  put  an  end  to  the 
possession  P  It  might  have  put  an  end  to  the  bailment  P  it 
might  have  determined  the  special  purpose  for  which  the 
mare  was  delivered,  and  although  the  contract  might  have 
been  at  an  end,  the  possession  might  still  have  remained ; 
but  upon  that  the  opinion  of  the  jury  was  not  taken ;  it 
was  simply  left  to  them  to  say,  with  what  intention  the 
prisoner  took  the  mare  away  from  Port's  stables.  The 
Eecorder  stated  it  as  his  opinion,  that  the  case  turned 
entirely  upon  that  point.  The  prisoner  took  the  mare 
away  to  his  own  farm,  sold  her,  and  accounted  for 
the  proceeds.  The  case  therefore  entirely  turns  upon 
the  question  whether  a  change  of  possession  took  place 
during  the  time  that  the  mare  was  at  Port's,  and  this 
question  was  in  no  way  submitted  to  the  consideration 

VOL.  I,  c 
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1848.  of  the  jury.  ICreaawell^  J.— There  was  a  demand  of 
Eeo.v.Stbae.  the  mare  the  day  before,  when  the  prisoner  said  he 
would  himself  take  the  mare  to  Plymouth;  he  did  so, 
and  when  at  Plymouth  the  prosecutor  ordered  another 
person  to  take  the  mare  away,  upon  which  the  prisoner 
said,  "Why  not  let  me  take  her?"  thereby  assenting 
to  the  possession  in  the  prosecutor.  The  same  request 
he  made  a  second  time,  when  he  was  told  "  never  to  put 
finger  upon  the  mare  more;"  to  which  he  answered, 
"  Well."  The  prisoner  then  went  to  the  ostler,  who  com- 
municated to  him  the  notice  he  had  received,  and  who 
acted  upon  that  notice.  After  that  the  prisoner  took 
the  mare  away  under  a  pretence  that  he  should  return 
in  an  hour :  how  can  you  make  that  anything  else  but  a 
felony  P]  It  may  be  that  he  could  not  have  obtained  the 
mare  again  without  telling  a  falsehood ;  but  if  the  acts  of 
the  parties  did  not  alter  the  possession  of  the  property,  the 
falsehood  was  altogether  immaterial  to  the  question  in  issue. 
Meg,  V.  Harvey  (a)  is  very  distinguishable  from  this  case; 
there  the  prisoner  never  had  any  right  to  sell  at  all. 
[ParhBy  B. — ^I  think  the  distinction  is  rightly  put  by  my 
Brother  Williams,  that  in  order  to  support  an  indictment 
for  larceny  the  circumstances  must  be  such  as  would  main- 
tain an  action  of  trespass.]  In  Reg.  v.  Smith  (J),  where 
the  prisoner  received  a  horse  to  be  agisted,  and  after  a  short 
time  sold  it,  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  larceny.  [^Parke^  B. 
— ^That  was  a  case  of  bailment.]  It  then  comes  to  this : 
is  there  a  substantial  distinction  between  a  determination 
by  a  countermand  of  authority  at  a  certain  time,  or  of 
coming  to  a  determination  by  the  terms  of  the  original 
agreement  ?  If  a  horse  was  given  to  a  person  for  a  week  to 
sell,  and  he  sold  it  after  the  week,  would  that  be  a  felony  ? 
If  not,  it  is  difficult  to  say  how  this  could  be  considered  a 
felony  either ;  there  is  no  distinction  between  the  possession 

{a)  9  C.  &  P.  353,  1  M.  0.  C.  703.  (*)  1  M.  C.  C.  473. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  XH.  VICT.  19 

of  the  mare  by  tlie  prisoner  at  his  own  stable  or  at  Port's  1848. 
stable.  The  only  important  question  really  was,  whether  a  rto.v.steaji. 
change  of  possession  took  place  at  Port's  stable ;  it  was  a 
question  of  fact,  upon  which  the  jury  had  given  no  opinion 
whatever,  and  unless  the  facts  did  show  an  undoubted 
change  of  possession,  the  Court  would  say  that  this  con- 
viction could  not  be  supported. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — If  any  point  at  all  is  submitted  to  us,  it 
appears  to  be  this ; — whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  Port  became  the  real  bailee  after  the  delivery 
at  his  stables  by  the  prisoner.  I  can  discover  no  other  point. 
If  that  is  the  question,  I  think  there  was  evidence  from  which 
the  jury  may  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  posses- 
sion was  at  an  end ;  and  the  conviction  therefore  is  right. 

Parke,  B. — ^In  order  to  constitute  a  larceny,  the  act 
must  be  of  sudi  a  character  that  an  action  of  trespass  would 
Ue  for  it.  Supposing  it  to  be  the  case  that  the  mare  was 
taken  to  Port's  stable  as  the  prisoner's  mare;  I  think  there 
is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  bailment  was  determined  by 
the  consent  of  the  parties;  that  being  so,  it  is  as  if  the 
mare  was  originally  brought  to  Port's  stable  by  the  prose- 
cator,  and  the  prisoner  had  come  with  a  false  story,  and  by 
that  means  obtained  possession  of  her. 

Pattkson,  J. — I  think  this,  as  I  before  observed,  simply 
a  question  whether  Port  became  the  agent  of  the  prose- 
cutor. This  was  involved  in  the  question  left  to  the  jury. 
Although  not  put  into  Port's  possession  for  the  use  of  the 
pioeecutor  at  the  time,  it  was  afterwards  ordered  that  the 
prisoner  was  not  to  have  the  mare  again.  Nevertheless, 
after  the  prosecutor  has  left,  the  prisoner  again  takes  her 
away.  The  whole  conduct  of  the  prisoner  shows  that  at 
the  time  he  could  have  nothing  to  do  with  her. 

Cresswell  and  Williams,  JJ.  concurred. 

Conviction  a£Srmed. 

c2 


I 


20 


CASES  IN  THE  COUBT  OF  CBIMraAL  APFEAL. 


1848. 


Saturday^ 
Dee.  9. 

A  special  ver- 
dicC  "  Not 
l^ultv  of  steal- 
ing the  watch, 
but  guilty  of 
keeping  pos- 
session of  it,  in 
the  hope  of  re- 
ward, from  the 
time  he  first 
had  the 
watch,"  is  an 
acquittal,  npon 
acnargeof 
larceny. 


The  Queen  v.  George  York. 

liAJRCENT. 

"  At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  peace  for  the 
county  of  Northampton,  held  at  Northampton,  on  Wednes- 
day, the  18th  day  of  Ootoher,  1848,  before  the  Most  Hon. 
Spencer  Joshua  Alwyne,  Mcurquis  of  the  coimty  of  North- 
ampton, Henry  Bame  Sawbridge,  Esq.,  the  Eight  Hon. 
Robert  Vernon  Smith,  the  Hon.  Philip  Sydney  Pierrepont, 
Sir  Robert  Henry  Gunning,  Bart.,  and  others  their  fellows. 
Justices  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  assigned  to  keep  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  said  coimty  of  Northampton ;  George 
York,  then  late  of  the  parish  of  Boughton  in  the  said 
county,  labourer,  was  arraigned  upon  a  certain  indictment 
which,  in  the  first  count,  charged  him,  the  said  George 
York,  with  feloniously  stealing  at  Boughton  aforesaid, 
on  the  27th  day  of  Jime  in  the  twelfth  year  of  her  present 
Majesty's  reign,  one  silver  watch  of  the  value  of  6/.,  of 
Joseph  Warren ;  and  in  the  second  count,  with  receiving 
the  said  watch  well  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  felo- 
niously stolen.     The  prisoner  pleaded  Not  guilty  to  the 
said  indictment,  and  was  put  upon  his  trial  for  the  same. 
The  evidence  against  the  prisoner  seemed  to  prove  that 
he  had  found  the  watch,  and  had  subsequently  appropri- 
ated it  to  his  own  use,  and  the  question  thereupon,  sub- 
mitted by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  to  the  Court 
and  jury  wcus,  that  if  at  the  time  the  prisoner  foimd  the 
watch,  he  took  possession  of  it  with  a  view  of  stealing  it,  or 
if  he  f  oimd  the  watch  and  intended  to  detain  and  keep  it 
until  a  reward  was  paid  for  the  same,  then  the  prisoner  had 
committed  a  larceny.     The  jury,  after  hearing  coimsel  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoner,  retired  to  consider  their  verdict,  and 
upon  their  return  into  Court  delivered  a  special  verdict,  ia 
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vritingy  of  wluoh  the  following  is  a  copy:  the  words  scored       1848. 
under  having  been  subsequently  added  by  the  jury  after  ^TVy — 
explanation  by  the  Court  with  the  jury : — *  Not  guilty  of 
stealing  the  watoh,  but  guilty  of  keeping  possession  of  it  in 
the  hope  of  lewfad  from  the  time  he  first  had  the  watch.' 

'*  The  second  count  was  abandoned  by  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution,  and  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  on  that  count 
*  Not  guilty.'  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  then  moved 
the  Court  that  the  prisoner  should  be  forthwith  discharged, 
the  special  verdict  being  one  which  amounted  in  law  to  a 
verdict  of  acquittal.  The  Court  after  hearing  the  argument 
of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  and  also  the  counsel  of  the  prose- 
cution in  reply  thereto,  decided  that  the  verdict  amoimted 
to  a  verdict  of  Guilty,  and  the  f oUowiag  entry  was  made 
upon  the  record,  "  Qxiilty ;  judgment  to  be  reserved  until 
the  next  sessions :  in  the  mean  time  a  case  to  be  submitted 
to  the  Judges.  The  prisoner  to  be  admitted  to  bail  himself 
in  100/.,  and  one  surety  in  50/.,  conditioned  for  the  appear- 
ance of  the  said  G-eorge  York  at  the  next  sessions,  and  abide 
the  judgment  of  the  Court." 

Flood f  for  the  prisoner,  having  stated  the  facts  as  they 
appear  in  the  case,  the  Court  called  upon 

Macaulai/f  on  behalf  of  the  Crown.  It  was  the  prisoner's 
suggestion  that  he  had  found  the  watch,  and  there  was  no 
other  evidence  that  it  had  been  lost.  The  trial  throughout 
proceeded  upon  the  assumption  that  the  watch  had  been 
found  by  the  prisoner.  [^Parkey  B. — If  he  found  it,  how 
could  he  be  guilty  of  larceny  P]  The  prisoner  having  kept 
the  watch  from  the  first  for  the  purpose,  not  of  restoring 
it  to  the  owner  without  any  reward,  but  of  turning  it  to 
his  own  profit,  and  this  being  specially  fotmd  by  the  jury, 
the  Court,  under  the  circumstances,  considered  it  to  amount 
to  a  verdict  of  Ghiilty ;  it  appears  to  have  been  the  opinion 
of  the  jury  that  he  had  adopted  a  number  of  ingenious  tricks 
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1848.       in  order  to   get  possession  of  it  in   the  first  instance. 
Ebo.  f?.  YoBK.  ^^  cited  Beg.  y.  Peters  (a) ;  Beg,  v.  Mole  (J). 

FoLLOCKyC.B. — The  verdict  in  this  case  clearly  amounted 
to  "Not  guilty." 

Parke,  B. — ^It  is  perfectly  dear  he  was  not  guilty  of  the 
offence  of  larceny. 

Fatteson,  GnEsswELLy  and  Williams,  JJ.  concurred. 

Conviction  reversed. 

(a)  1  G.  &  E.  245.  {b)  1  C.  &  E.  417. 

See  Arch.  C.  L.  186,  9th  ed. 


MICHASLMAS  TEBM,   XU.   VICT.  23 


The  Queen  v.  James  Webb.  1848. 


INDECENT  EXPOSURE.  %Z^I!^^ 

An  indecent 

The  prisoner  waa  indicted  at  the  Middlesex  Sessions  for  a  ^^  ^t""""^ 
nuisanoe.     The  following  is  the  form  of  the  indictment : —  dTcteWe^at^m- 
"  The  juroTB  for  our  lady  the  Queen,  upon  their  oath,  present  ^^^^^'i* 
that  James  Webb,  late  of  the  parish  of  St.  Margaret,  West-  Y^en  it  is  so 

,  *  D         '  ^QjjQ  ij^^^  other 

minster,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  labourer,  on  the  2nd  persons  might 

«  —^       _         ,  ,  naye  seen. 

day  of  October,  in  the  twelth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Sove-     Upon  a  case 
reign  lady  Yictoria,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  the  United  th?  indictment 
Ejngdom  of  Gfreat  Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the  statement 
the  Faith,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  coiirt  ^'look 
the  county  aforesaid  (a),  a  certain  common  public  place,  ment^^d°if 
within  a  certain  victualling  and  ale  house  there  situate,  ^j^dgm^t. 
unlawfully,  wilfully,  publicly,  and  indecently  did  expose  and  i^^^^t^or^ 
exhibit  his  private  parts,  naked  and  uncovered,  in  the  pre-  ^  indecent 

r  r         ^  ^  '  x-         exposure,  it  is 

senoe  of  Mary  Ann,  the  wife  of  Edward  Cherrill,  and  divers  suHicient  to 

,  ,         .  ,.  aUegethat 

other  the  liesre  subjects  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  then  and  a.  b.  "uniaw- 

.  .  .  fully,  wilfully, 

there  being  for  the  space  of  divers,  to  wit,  ten  minutes,  to  publicly,  and 
the  great  damage  and  common  nuisance  of  the  said  Mary  expose  and 
Ann  Chexrill  and  divers  other  the  liege  subjects,"  &c.  "m  the  pre- 

"  At  the  trial,  it  was  proved  by  the  prosecutrix  that  she  D."^and  divers 
was  taking  care  of  a  public-house,  and  standing  behind  the  ^bjecto^^&c. 
bar,  through  which  there  was  a  public  passage  from  the 
entrance-door  of  the  public-house  to  the  bar-parlour;  that 
he  conducted  himself  in  an  offensive  manner,  but  not  amount- 
ing to  an  indecent  exposure,  and,  whilst  so  doing,  several 
persons  passed  to  and  fro ;  that  he  then  took  out  and  ex- 
posed his  private  parts  to  her,  and  thereupon  she  directly 
ran  off  and  told  her  husband ;  that  there  was  no  one  in 
sight  but  herself  at  the  time  when  she  saw  his  private  parts 
exposed." 

.(«)  Sic. 


24  CASES  IN  THE  COUET  OF  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

1848.  "  Two  points  were  made : — 

Rbo.  r.WBBB.      "  First,  that  an  indecent  exposure  in  the  bar  of  a  public- 
house  is  not  an  indictable  offence. 

'^  Secondly,  assuming  the  place  sufficient,  there  must  be 
more  than  one  person  present  at  the  time  of  the  exposure, 
or  the  offence  is  not  completed. 

"  The  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  found  the 
prisoner  Ghiilty,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Judges." 

Clarksony  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  that  the  indictment 
did  not  disclose  any  offence  in  law.  \_Parke,  B. — ^That  is 
not  reserved  for  us.]  No,  but  the  objection  was  made  at 
the  trial.  [ParAr^?,  B. — Then  upon  that  you  must  bring 
your  writ  of  error.]  In  order  to  make  the  offence  com- 
plete, it  is  necessary  that  the  exposure  should  be  in  an  open 
and  public  place,  or  to  the  people ;  and  that  the  exposure 
of  a  man  to  a  woman  is  no  offence,  unless  done  for  the 
purpose  of  insulting  her ;  and  then  it  is  an  offence  provided 
for  by  the  Vagrant  Act  (a).  Here  the  evidence  does  not 
disclose  that  others  were  present.  This  could  be  no  offence, 
unless  the  Court  was  prepared  to  say  that  a  man  relieving 
himself  in  the  street,  when  no  person  might  be  present,  was 
guilty  of  an  offence.  In  East,  P.  C.  p.  3,  after  treating  of 
other  indictable  offences,  the  author  proceeds  to  that  of 
open  immorality,  and  observes,  "  Similar  to  these  are  aU 
scandalous  and  open  breaches  of  morality  exhibited  in  the 
face  of  the  people,"  and  instances  Sedley*8  case  (6),  which 


(a)  By  5  G^o.  IV.  c.  83,  s.  4,  any  justice  of  the  peace  has  power  to  com- 
mit for  not  exceeding  three  months  with  hard  labour,  any  person  who  shaU 
wilfully,  openly,  lewdly,  and  obscenely  expose  his  person,  in  any  street,  road, 
Or  public  highway,  or  in  view  thereof,  or  in  any  place  of  public  resort  with 
intent  to  insult  any  female. 

(J>)  1  Sid.  168.  The  defendant  was  indicted — that  he  did  expose  his  naked 
body  in  abalcony,  in  Govent  Garden,  to  a  great  multitude  of  people,  and  there 
did  such  things,  and  spoke  such  words  (diadoeing  the  particulars);  and  the 
indictment  being  openly  read  to  him  in  Court,  the  justices  told  him,  that 
although  there  was  then  no  Star  Chamber,  they  would,  nevertheless,  let  him 
know  that  this  Court  [the  King^s  Bench]  was  the  Ciistus  Morum  pf  all  the 
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was  an  exposure  of  the  person  from  a  balcony  in  Coveni-       1848. 

garden  Market.    This  case  is  also  referred  to  in  1  Hawk.  rbo.  v,  Wkbb. 

c.  26y  s.  4,  where,  in  speaking  of  that  which  is  an  offence,  it 

describes  it  under  the  words  "  All  open  lewdness,  grossly 

BcandaloQS."     With  the  exception  of  Reg.  v.   Watson^  to 

which  he  would  immediately  refer,  there  were  only  two 

oases  in  point  to  be  found  in  the  books ;  the  one  just  cited, 

and  the  other  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Crunden  (a) :  there  the 

ofFenoe  consisted  in  the  exposure  of  a  person  who  went  to 

bathe  in  the  front  of  some'  newly-erected  houses,  where 

persons,  before  the  erection  of  the  houses,  had  been  in  the 

habit  of  bathing  (b).     [^Parkey  B.,  mentioned  the  case  of 

Beg.  V.  Reubegard  (c),  a  French  master,  and  tried  before 

him  at  York,  where  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  case  was, 

that  he  had  exposed  his  person  from  the  window  of  his 

apartment  to  a  woman  residing  opposite ;  but  there  was  no 

evidence  that  he  had  been  seen  by  any  other  person.    In 

which  case  his  Lordship  stated  he  was  of  opinion  that  an 

exposure  to  the  woman  only  was  not  sufficient,  and  left  it 

to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  transaction  could  be  seen  by 


King's  Bubjecta,  and  that  it  was  high  time  to  punish  such  profane  actions  per- 
petrated against  all  modesty,  &c.  The  defendant  confessed  the  indictment, 
and  was  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  2000  marks,  be  imprisoned  one  week, 
without  bail,  and  to  give  security  for  his  good  behaviour  for  three  years. 
(I  Keb.  620,  8,  C.)  It  appears,  from  observations  made  by  the  Court,  in 
Hif.  ▼.  £eadt  1  Fort.  d8,  and  also  in  Sea  v.  Curl,  Stra.  788,  that  Sedley 
also  committed  divers  assaults  upon  the  people. 

(a)  2  Gamp.  89. 

{h)  McDonald,  C.B.,  in  giving  judgment,  observed, "  lean  entertain  no  doubt, 
that  the  defendant  by  exposing  his  naked  person  on  the  occasion  alluded  to 
vas  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour.  The  law  will  not  tolerate  such  an  exhibition. 
Whatever  his  intention  might  be,  the  necessaiy  tendency  of  his  conduct  was 
to  outrage  decency,  and  to  corrupt  the  public  morals.  Nor  is  it  any  justifica- 
tion that  bathing  at  this  spot  might,  a  few  years  ago,  be  innocent.  For  any- 
thing that  I  know  a  man  might,  a  few  years  ago,  have  harmlessly  danced 
naked  in  the  fields  beyond  Montague  House,  but  it  will  scarcely  be  said,  that 
any  one  might  now  do  so  with  impunity  in  Buasell  Square.  Whatever  place 
becomes  the  habitation  of  civilized  man,  there  the  laws  of  decency  must  be 
enforced." 

(r)  Not  reported. 
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1848.  persons  in  the  public  street,  and  if  so,  that  it  was  a  nui- 
Eeo.  t^.WEBs!  sance,  and  they  would  return  a  verdict  of  Ghiilty  under  his 
direction.  The  jury  found  him  Guilty,  and  his  Lordphip 
passed  sentence  accordingly.]  A  person  might  be  so  cir- 
cumstanced as  to  be  unable  to  avoid  subjecting  himself  to 
an  indictment,  if  this  indictment  was  to  be  upheld.  In 
Chit.  Bum^s  Jus.  p.  616,  under  "Lewdness,"  it  is  said,  "  So 
in  general  all  open  lewdness,  grossly  scandalous,  is  punish- 
able at  common  law,"  the  word  "  open  "  being  printed  in 
italics :  and  again,  it  says,  "  An  indecent  exposure  of  the 
person  to  public  view  is  an  indictable  oif enoe  at  common 
law."  In  every  case  the  offence  spoken  of  as  indictable 
is  an  open  and  public  exposure.  In  Stephen's  Commen- 
taries (a),  lewdness  is  stated  to  be  an  indictable  offence, 
"where  of  an  open  and  notorious  character."  \_Pollocky 
C.  B. — ^We  are  all  agreed  that  we  may  look  at  the  indict- 
ment, and  if  bad  we  are  boimd  to  reverse  the  judgment ; 
and  if  we  can  confine  a  case  of  this  sort  to  a  question 
of  pleading,  it  is  much  better  to  do  so.  Cresswelly  J. — The 
words  of  the  indictment  are,  that  he  did  wilfully  expose  and 
exhibit.]  That  might  have  been  done  in  thedark.  [Cr<?««- 
trellf  J. — ^What  is  meant  by  the  word  exhibit  .^]  It  is  de- 
rived from  exhabeo,  and  simply  means  to  have  out.  There 
is  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  words  of  the  indictment, 
that  the  prisoner  may  have  had  his  back  turned  towards 
the  prosecutrix.  \_Cressicelly  J. — If  by  the  word  exhibit  is 
meant,  to  show;  he  is  charged  to  have  shown  himself  to  the 
public]  The  indictment  does  not  allege  that  it  was  an 
exposure  to^  but  simply  that  it  was  an  exposure  in  thepre- 
sence  of — ;  the  person  might  have  been  blind.  The  case 
of  Eeg.  V.  Watson  {b)  has,  in  fact,  decided  this  question ; 
and  the  observation  there  made  by  the  learned  Judge  is 

(tf)  Vol.  iv.  p.  302. 

{b)  2  Cox,  C.  G.  376.    In  Heg.  v.  Watson,  the  indictment  contained  two 
counts.    The  first  charged  the  defendant  in  the  common  form,  with  an  expo- 
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particularly  favourable  to  the  prisoner's  case ;  he  observes  1848. 
"the  general  rule  is,  that  a  nuisance  must  be  public ;  that  ^xa.v.w^. 
is,  to  the  injury  or  offence  of  several.  There  is  no  prece- 
dent of  such  an  indictment  as  the  present,  and  we  are  not 
inclined  to  make  one."  All  that  can  be  made  of  the  pre- 
sent case  is,  that  he  exposed  himself  to  one  person  in  a 
pubUo  and  open  place,  if  a  passage  in  a  public-house  is  to 
be  deemed  a  public  and  open  place ;  if  not,  then  this  is 
certainly  no  offence  indictable  at  common  law. 

Prendergasi  contra. — This  indictment  disclosed  an  indict- 
able offence ;  and  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  convict  the 
pritoner  of  the  misdemeanour  as  charged.     The  indictment 
charged  that  in  a  certain  public-house,  "  within  a  certain 
victualling  and  ale  house  there  situate,"  that  is  to  say,  in 
a  public  place  in  a  public  inn,  a  place  where  every  man  has 
a  light  to  go,  and  not  a  private  part  of  the  inn,  he  did  ex- 
pose and  exhibit  his  person ;  and  such  an  indecent  exposure 
of  his  person  in  such  a  place  is  an  interference  with  the 
rights  of  the  public.     \_Pollock,  C.  B. — The  word  "  inde- 
cent" has  not  much  meaning  in  an  Act  of  P£u*liament.] 
The  word  in  itself  certaroly  would  not  have  been  sufficient, 
but  here  it  is  connected  with  the  other  words — expose  and 
exhibit  his  person.     To  expose  may  mean,  simply  to  lay 
bare,  but  the  word  exhibit  means  something  more ;  it  means 
an  intention  that  other  persons  should  see  the  parts  so  laid 
bare.     The  exhibition  is  also  stated  to  have  been  public. 
In  Beg.  v.  Crunden,  the  party  was  innocently  bathing, 
and  because  he  might  have  been  seen,  he  was  guilty  of  the 
offence :  for  the  law  intends  that  a  man  means  that  which 
is  the  natural  consequence  of  his  own  act.    The  case  of 
Beg,  V.  Watsofi  was  misconceived  in  form,  and  differs  al- 

Bure  of  his  person  in  Faddington  Church-yard,  in  the  sight  and  in  the  view 
ot  one  L.  C,  in  the  said  public  phuse.  The  second  count  alleged  the 
offence  to  haye  been  in  the  sight  of  divers  other  persons.  The  defendant  was 
found  guilty  on  the  first  count,  and  on  the  second  not  guilty.  Judgment  was 
uiested. 


28  GASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  CRIMHTAL  APPEAL. 

1848.       together  from  the  present.    The  charge  there  was,  that 
Ebg. V, Wbbb.  ^®  "did  expose  his  person  to  L.  P.,  to  the  injury  and 
oorruption  of  the  morals  of  the  said  L.  P."    That  is  no 
offence  at  all.    That  which  shocks  the  morals  alone  is  not 
indictable,  but  that  which  shocks  public  decency,  and  in  any 
way  deprives  the  public  of  the  free  exercise  of  those  rights 
to  which  they  axe  intitled,  is  indictable.     It  is  no  indictable 
offence  to  corrupt  the  morals  of  a  particular  woman,  that  is 
no  public  offence ;  but  this  is  clearly  an  invasion  of  the  public 
rights,  and  is  stated  to  be  done  to  the  nuisance  of  the  public. 
[Parke^  B. — ^Notso ;  to  the  nuisance  of  "divers"  may  mean 
two  or  three.    A  matter  is  indictable  as  a  nuisance  because 
it  may  be  a  nuisance  to  all  the  Queen's  subjects.  Williams, 
J. — ^An  indictment  against  a  common  scold  concludes  "  to 
the  nuisance  of  divers  the  liege  subjects."]     That  is  so,  and 
supports  the  present  case.     Here  the  indictment  clearly 
shows  an  infringement  of  the  public  rights.    Suppose  a 
person  in  Cheapside,  or  any  other  public  street,  to  expose 
himself  at  the  window  of  his  house  in  broad  day-light,  and 
that  only  one  person  should  be  passing  at  the  time  and  see 
him,  there  could  be  no  doubt  he  would  be  liable  to  an  in- 
dictment.    [^Pollocky  C.  B. — ^The  ordinary  form  of  indict- 
ment does  not  make  it  necessary  that  you  should  prove  an 
actual  view.    It  is — "  in  the  presence  of  divers  liege  subjects^ 
&c.,  and  within  sight  and  view  of  divers  other  liege  subjects," 
that  would  import  that  the  parties  were  not  blind.     The 
offence  could  not  take  place  in  the  presence  of  a  number  of 
patients  in  the  Blind  Asylum.    Patteaon^  J. — The  general 
form  of  the  indictment  is  "  did  expose  to  the  view  of,"  &o., 
why  not  follow  the  ordinary  form  ?]  Archbold's  forms  have 
not  received  any  public  approbation,  nor  are  they  to  be 
considered  as  law  (a).  [PoUocky  0.  B. — In  the  statement  of 
any  offence  in  an  indictment,  the  words  used  must  be  such 

(a)  Pollock,  G.  B.,  in  answer  to  this  observation,  observed,  '^G^eially 
speaking,  Mr.  Archbold's  publications  are  remarkable  for  their  accuracy,  and 
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as  to  ahow  dearly  that  the  offenoe  has  been  committed,  1848. 
and  not  words  whioh  by  a  fair  and  reasonable  construction  Bxa.v.WEjm. 
may  not  import  any  offence.  **  Within  sight  and  view  "  im- 
ports that  the  parties  might  see,  but  this  does  not  disclose 
that  the  parties  were  capable  of  seeing.  The  person  may 
have  taken  particular  pains  that  the  act  should  not  have 
beoi  done  within  sight  and  view  of  any  other  person — ^he 
may  have  been  assiduously  careful  not  to  offend  any  other 
peraon  for  anything  that  appears  on  the  face  of  the  indict- 
ment. I  do  not  attach  to  the  words  expose  and  exhibit  any 
precise  legal  meaning.  It  is  consistent  with  this  indictment, 
that  even  the  woman  herself  may  not  have  seen  his  person, 
although  the  act  was  done  in  her  presence.]  A  person 
cannot  be  said  to  have  exposed  a  thing  in  the  presence  of 
another  who  had  never  seen  it.  The  meaning  of  the  word 
isy  that  the  prisoner  did  all  that  was  necessary  to  enable 
the  party  to  see. 

ClarksoHy  in  reply. — The  case  of  an  exposure  at  the  win- 
dow in  a  public  street  does  not  apply.  The  distinction 
being,  that  there,  other  parties  might  have  seen.  Here  it 
was  otherwise.  The  question  really  is,  whether  there  was 
any  opportunity  for  any  other  person  to  see.  There  is 
nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  case  to  show,  that,  either  in 
the  intention  of  the  party  or  in  the  act  done,  any  other  per- 
son might  have  seen. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  the  conviction 
ought  not  to  have  taken  place.  It  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
cide whether  this  indictment  is  sustainable  or  not,  nor  whe- 
ther it  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment :  though  in  passing  I 
may  say  it  would  be  better  to  follow  the  established  prece- 
dents, and  not  adopt  new  forms.  In  Beg.  v.  Watson  there 
were  two  counts,  the  first  charging  the  offenoe  as  being  in 
the  sight  of  one  person,  the  other  as  being  in  the  sight  of 

I  know  no  person  who  has  contributed  more  to  the  profession,  by  his  great 
diligence  and  learning." 
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1848.  divers  persons — and  it  was  decided,  there  being  actual  proof 
Rsa.  r.  WsBB.  l>ut  of  one  person  being  present,  that  there  ought  to  have 
been  an  acquittal  upon  the  second  count.  Upon  the  first,  the 
judgment  was  arrested.  In  the  present  case  it  is  shown 
that  only  one  person  was  present ;  and  therefore  striking 
out  of  the  indictment  all  that  was  not  proved,  it  comes 
precisely  within  Watson^s  case,  and  according  to  that  case 
the  prisoner  ought  to  have  been  acquitted. 

Parke,  B. — The  question  is  not  now  whether  the  indict- 
ment is  bad  or  good.  I  am,  however,  disposed  to  think  the 
words  of  the  indictment,  that  he  exposed  and  exhibited 
himself,  to  mean,  in  the  sight  of  the  party ;  and  therefore 
I  am  disposed  to  think  the  indictment  good ;  but  if  you 
strike  out  all  that  was  not  proved,  it  comes  within  WdU 
son^s  case,  and  is  therefore  an  exposure  only  to  one  person, 
and  not  an  indictable  offence. 

Patteson,  J. — I  adhere  to  Wdtaon^a  case,  and  it  there- 
fore follows,  that  case  being  rightly  decided,  that  the  words 
"  other  persons  "  are  material,  and  not  being  proved,  the 
indictment  fails.  Strike  out  these  words,  and  it  is  WaU 
son' 8  case  over  again.  I  am  disposed  to  think  it  a  good 
indictment. 

Cresswell,  J. — I  should  be  very  reluctant  to  say  this  was 
a  bad  indictment.  The  evidence,  however,  was  not  sufficient 
to  support  it. 

Williams,  J. — Strike  out  the  words  "  not  proved,"  and 
it  is  precisely  Watson*s  case,  which  I  think  good  law. 

Conviction  reversed. 


In  Seg.  v.  lieadf  1  Fort.  98,  which  was  an  action  for  printing  a  lasci- 
vious and  obscene  libel,  but  which  was  not  directed  against  any  particular 
person,  Powell,  J.,  observed:  '* There  is  no  law  to  punish  this  offence;  I  wish 
there  was,  but  we  cannot  make  law ;  it,  indeed,  tends  to  the  corruption  of  good 
manners,  but  that  is  not  sufficient  for  us  to  punish  it."  And  he  there  also 
refers  to  Lady  PurbeckU  case,  when  the  Star  Chamber  quashed  the  indictment 
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becaase  it  was  for  matters  of  bawdiy.    (See  Pop.  208.)    The  case  of  Reg.  t.         1848 
lUmd  appears,  howerer,  to  hare  been  overruled  in  Rex  v.  Curly  Stra.  788.  * 


See  the  judgment  of  Fortescue,  J.,  in  that  case.     To  what  extent,  and  Beo.  v.  Webb. 

in  what  cases,  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  may  be  the  emtiu  morum  of 

all  the  King's  sabjects,  and  have  the  superintending  of  cases  contra  bonoa 

moru^  is,  from  the  cases,  Tery  undefined;   it  may,  however,  be  perhaps 

gathered  from  them,  that  no  indictment  will  lie  where  the  act  is  not  publicly 

done,  or  so  done  in  priyate  that  it  might  become  public.    See  also  Rex  v. 

DelatiO^  3  Burr.  1437;  Rex  ▼.  GaUard,  1  Sess.  Ca.  231 ;  4  Black.  Com.  64. 
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1849. 


Saturday^ 
Jan.  20. 

In  an  indict- 
ment npon  the 
Btat.  7  Will. 
IV.  &  I  Vict, 
c.  36,  8.  26, 
against  a  per- 
son employed 
under  uie  post 
office,  for  se- 
cretinpc  letters, 
it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  set  out 
the  purpose  for 
which  he  se- 
creted them. 

The  act  of 
secreting  a 
letter  by  such 
a  person, 
coupled  with 
an  mtention  to 
deprive  the 
owner  of  the 
property,  is  a 
larceny. 

Semble,  Upon 
a  case  reserved, 
the  Court  will 
not  entertain  a 
question  as  to 
a  matter  of 
error  upon  the 
record — the 
Court  not  being 
constituted  for 
that  purpose. 


HILAEY  TERM, 

IN 

THE  TWELFTH  YE AB  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 

OOBAK 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Alderson,  B., 

Parke,  B.,  Coleridge,  J., 

coltman,  j. 

The  Queen  v.  Robert  Wynn. 
Case  reserved  hy  the  Honourable  Baron  Piatt, 
SECRETING  LETTERS. 

"  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me,  on  the  23rd  August 
last,  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  on  an  indiotment 
oharging  him  with  stealing,  whilst  employed  in  the  Post 
Office,  two  post  letters,  containing  one  half-crown,  one 
sixpence,  three  postage  stamps,  and  three  sovereigns,  the 
property  of  her  Majesty's  Postmaster-General.  He  was 
employed  in  the  Post  Office,  and  his  duty  was  to  open  the 
bags  brought  to  the  particular  table  at  which  he  was  placed, 
take  out  the  letters,  and  separate  them.  The  Scarborough 
bag,  which  contained,  amongst  others,  the  two  letters  de- 
scribed in  the  indictment,  was  brought  to  his  table. 

"  He  opened  it,  took  out  all  the  letters,  and  put  them  on 
the  table  before  him.  Twenty  or  thirty  bags  were  opened 
on  the  same  table,  by  the  prisoner,  at  the  same  time ;  and 
the  letter  bills  of  the  several  bags  were  by  him  spread  before 
him  on  the  table.  It  then  became  his  duty  to  separate  the 
registered  letters  and  unpaid  letters  from  the  unregistered 
paid  letters,  fold  the  registered  letters  in  the  bills,  and 
place  them  in  a  drawer. 

"  In  the  course  of  the  separation,  he  put  two  of  the  unre- 
gistered letters  on  one  of  the  letter  bills,  and  some  of  the 
registered  letters  in  their  respective  bills  in  the  drawer, 
from  which  he  afterwards  gave  them  to  the  Register  Clerk 
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io  oheok  the  bills  oontaining  them.    He  afterwards  put  the       1849. 
pest  of  the  registered  letters  in  the  drawer,  and  carried  them,       j^^^  ^ 
when  oollected,  to  the  register  clerk.    When  he  had  done  so,       Wtnn. 
he  retraned  towards  his  table,  and  went  to  a  water-closet. 
He  was  observed  to  hold  in  his  hand  what  appeared  to  be  a 
bill  folded  over  letters — ^was  followed,  and  after  he  had 
placed  himself,  with  his  breeches  down,  on  the  seat  of  the 
water-closet,  was  observed  to  put  his  hand  between  his 
legs.    He  was  immediately  taken  into  custody.     On  his 
coming  from  the  water-closet,  the  two  letters,  sealed  and 
unopened,  laid  on  the  paper  contained  in  the  pan. 

"It  appeared  in  evidence  that  if,  through  neglect,  the 
letters  were  not  accurately  sorted,  the  person  guilty  of  such 
neglect  was  liable  to  be  punished. 

"  The  Jury  found  that  the  prisoner,  having  committed  a 
mistake  in  the  sorting  of  the  letters  in  question,  secreted 
them  in  the  water-closet,  in  order  to  avoid  the  supposed 
penalty  attached  to  such  mistake. 

*'  Upon  this  verdict  the  judgment  has  been  respited. 

"  The  evidence  adduced  on  the  trial  will  be  f  oimd  in  page 
476  of  the  shorthand- writer's  notes  for  the  Tenth  Session, 
sent  by  the  Corporation  of  London  to  the  Judges." 

BallantynCy  for  the  prisoner.  In  the  case  reserved,  no 
mention  was  made  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  under  which 
the  prisoner  was  indicted,  nor  was  the  attention  of  this 
Court  sufficiently  directed  to  the  nature  of  the  indictment. 
The  statement  of  the  case  might  lead  to  error  in  heir 
Lordship's  minds,  for  from  that  it  would  appear  that  the 
prisoner  was  simply  charged  with  stealing;  whereas  he  was 
indicted  under  the  7  WiU.  IV.,  &  1  Vic.  c.  36,  s.  26  (a), 

(a)  7  W.  rV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  26,  Whereby  it  is  enacted,  "that  every 
person  employed  nnder  the  Post  Office,  who  shall  steal,  or  who  shall  for  any 
parpose  whatever,  embezzle,  secrete,  or  destroy  a  post  letter,  shall,  in  England 
and  Ireland,  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  in  Scotland,  of  a  high  crime  and  offence ; 
and  shall,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for 
the  term  of  seven  years,  or  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  three 

VOL.  I.  P 
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1849.      and  the  indiotment  oontained  two  counts,  whioh  it  was 
Bxa.v.      neoeesaiy  to  bring  under  the  oonsideratLon  of  the  Court. 
The  one  charging  a  stealing,  and  the  other  a  secreting  the 
letters.     The  finding  of  the  Jury  negatived  a  felonious 
intent ;  for  they  found  that  the  prisoner,  having  made  a 
mistake  in  assorting  the  letters,  secreted  them  in  the 
water-closet,  in  order  to  avoid  the  penalty ;  and  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  such  a  verdict  amounted  to  a  verdict  of 
Guilty.    He  submitted,  first,  whether  this  would  amount 
to  a  stealing  at  common  law ;  for,  imless  it  did,  the  inser- 
tion of  the  word  '^  secrete ''  in  the  statute  would  not  assist 
the  prosecution,  for  the  secreting  must  be  ejusdem  generis 
with  the  stealing ;  therefore,  if  the  act  did  not  at  common 
law  amoimt  to  a  stealing,  the  finding  of  the  Jury  would 
not  authorize  a  conviction  for  larceny.    What  constitutes 
a.  larceny  has  been  fully  settled  in  Beg.  v.  Jones  (a),  and 
JReg,  V.  Privett  (5),  in  which  cases  all  the  authorities  were 
fully  brought  before  the  Court ;  he,  therefore,  considered 
those  oases  as  having  settled  the  law  upon  the  subject,  and 
admitted  that  here  there  was  a  benefit  to  be  derived  by  the 
pariy.    But  there  was  a  palpable  distinction  between  those 
cases  and  the  present.    In  all  the  cases  where  it  had  been 
said  that  Itunri  causd  was  not  necessary,  there  had  been  a 
clear  taking,  a  distinct  separation  from  the  owner  of  the 
goods  alleged  to  have  been  stolen ;  here  there  was  no  ori- 
ginal trespass  committed,  for  the  property  came  legally 
into  the  possession  of  the  prisoner.    If  a  servant,  who  had 
the  charge  of  a  library,  were  to  take  a  book  out  of  it,  con- 
trary to  his  master's  orders,  and  to  dirty  that  book  or 
otherwise  injure  it,  and  then,  in  order  to  prevent  his  mas- 
ter's knowledge  of  the  fact,  and  to  shield  himself  from  the 

yean ;  and  if  any  sach  post  letter  lo  stolen  or  embezzled,  secreted  or  destroyed, 
shall  contain  therein  any  chattel|  or  money  whatsoever,  or  any  Taloable 
seoority,  every  such  offender  shaU  bo  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  life.*' 
(ff)  1  Den.  C,  C.  188.  (b)  I  Den.  C.  C.  193. 
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OQnsequenoes  of  his  misoonduot,  were  to  destroy  it,  he  would  1849. 
aoaroely  b©  held  guilty  of  larceny.  Here  the  party  is  not  Bsa.v. 
even  found  to  have  deetroyed  the  property,  but  merely  to  ^^' 

h&ye  Beoreted  it;  so,  if  the  servant  had  merely  put  the  hook 
out  of  the  way,  if  he  had  merely  secreted  it,  in  order  to 
prevent  detection  of  the  injury,  it  would  clearly  be  no  felony. 
Taking  what  is  laid  down  in  Beg.  v.  Privettj  and  Reg.  v. 
JmeBf  as  a  definition  of  the  requisites  necessary  to  con- 
fltitute  larceny,  it  is  submitted  that  the  present  case 
does  not  amount  to  that  offence  {a).  [Parker  B. — How 
can  any  question  be  raised  on  the  count  for  secreting?  it  is 
the  very  word  made  use  of  in  the  Act  of  Parliament.]  The 
fiecreting  must  be  ejmdem  getieris:  [-4&fer«ow,  B. — The 
statute  relates  to  a  secreting  in  any  way  whatever.]  Still 
that  secreting  must  be  for  an  illegal  purpose.  [^Lord  Deiu 
man^  C.  J. — ^We  must  construe  the  Act  of  Parliament  with 
reference  to  the  offence  against  the  Post  Office  authorities; 
with  them,  the  offence  of  secreting  letters  is  very  common.] 
It  did  not  appear  from  the  finding  of  the  Jury  that  the  pri- 
soner ever  intended  to  take  the  letters  out  of  the  entire 
dominion  of  the  Post  Office  authorities.  Nor  did  it  appear 
that  he  secreted  them  for  that  purpose,  or  for  the  purpose 
of  destruction.  [-4&fer«o»,  B. — ^Perhaps  a  better  argument 
might  be  raised  upon  the  42  Qeo.  HI.  c.  81,  s.  4  (5).]    The 

(«)  In  i2tf^.  ▼.  Privett^  it  is  said,  that  taking  an  article  knowingly  and  a- 
gaixist  the  iriU  of  the  owner,  and  without  colour  or  title  of  authority,  with 
intent  not  to  take  temporary  possession  merely,  and  then  abandon  it  (which 
would  not  be  laroeny),  but  to  take  tlie  entire  dominion  over  it,  was  lar- 
eeny ;  and  that  it  made  no  difference  that  the  taking  was  not  lucri  eaiud,  or 
that  the  object  of  the  prisoner  was  to  apply  the  things  stolen  in  a  way  which 
was  against  the  wish  of  the  master  but  might  be  beneficial  to  him ;  Erie,  J., 
tad  Piatt,  B.,  contra,  were  of  opinion,  that  it  was  not  a  larceny,  as  there  was 
no  intention  to  depriye  the  owner  of  his  property  in  the  goods, — others  of 
the  Judges  would  have  doubted  had  this  been  res  inUgra, 

Piatt,  B.  (who  was  present  at  the  hearing  of  the  principal  case,  by  request 
of  the  court),  observed,  that  Eeg,  v.  Privett  was  not  argued  by  counsel. 

(()  By  42  Geo.  in.  c.  81,  s.  4,  it  is  enacted,  ''If  any  person  or  persons 
iball  wilfnUy  secrete,  or  detain,  or,  being  required  to  deliver  up  by  any  deputy, 
derk,  agents  letter-carrier,  post-boy,  rider,  driver,  or  guard,  of  any  mail-coach, 

d2 
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36  OASBs  nr  the  couitT  of  obiminal  appeal. 

1849.  words  there  are  different  from  those  in  the  7  Will.  IV.  &  1 
bbo.  r.  Vict. ;  the  word  secrete  is  there  used,  but  it  applies  to  a 
secreting  with  a  view  to  a  reward.  \_Alder8on^  B. — ^Is  it 
not  a  gain  to  the  person  not  to  be  detected  P]  Certainly, 
a  benefit  was  to  be  derived,  and  therefore  it  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  it  came  within  the  principle  of  the  decided 
oases.  He,  however,  submitted  that,  notwithstanding  the 
ordinary  impression  which  would  arise  as  to  the  prisoner's 
intention,  from  the  fact  of  his  having  deposited  the  letters 
in  the  water-closet,  the  Court  would  not  import  anything 
more  into  the  case  than  was  found  by  the  Jury,  and  there- 
fore the  Court  could  not  say  this  was  intended  as  a  final 
disruption.  Suppose  it  had  been  found  that  the  prisoner 
had  put  the  letters  in  a  box  and  looked  them  up  ?  [Parke^ 
B. — ^He  might  have  done  so  in  order  to  take  care  of  them. 
Coleridge^  J. — Supposing  he  had  merely  secreted  the 
letters  for  an  hour,  would  not  that  have  been  enough? 
The  delivery  of  a  letter  being  delayed  for  an  hour  may  be 
a  matter  of  very  serious  importance.]  The  secreting  must 
be  for  some  purpose  or  other  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute ;  and,  in  order  to  discover  the  meaning,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  look  to  the  other  words  of  the  Act,  and  then  it 
appears  that  it  must  be  a  secreting  for  the  purpose  of  steal- 
ing or  embezzling.  \Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — ^We  have  no 
doubt  but  that  this  is  a  secreting  within  the  statute.  AU 
dersorif  B. — That  is  perfectly  clear,  and  I  have  a  strong 

or  any  other  officer  or  person  whatsoever  employed  or  to  be  employed  in  any 
business  relating  to  the  Post  Office,  shall  refuse  or  wilfully  neglect  to  deliver 
up  any  mail  or  bag  of  letters  sent  or  conveyed,  or  made  up  in  order  to  be  sent 
or  conveyed  by  the  post,  or  any  letter  or  letters,  packet  or  packets,  sent  or 
conveyed  by  the  post,  or  put  for  that  purpose  into  any  Post  Office,  or  house, 
or  place  for  the  receipt  or  delivery  of  letters  or  packets,  sent  or  to  be  sent  by 
the  post,  and  which  letter  or  letters,  packet  or  packets,  bag  or  mail,  of  letteis, 
shall  have  been  found,  or  picked  up  by  the  same,  or  any  other  person  or  persons, 
or  shall  by,  or  through  accident  or  mistake,  have  been  left  with,  or  at  the 
house  of  the  same,  or  any  other  person  or  persons ;  each  ^and  every  person 
and  persons  so  offending  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  guilty  of  a  misde- 
^neanour,  to  be  puniahed  by  fine  and  imprisonment/' 
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imprefision  that  it  is  a  stealing.]  Still  the  finding  would  1849. 
be  bad  npon  this  indictment,  as  it  ought  to  state  for  what  -reoTv. 
purpose  the  secreting  took  place.  [^Lord  Denmarif  C.  J. —  Wtwn. 
For  any  purpose  whatever.]  But  on  the  face  of  the  indict- 
ment no  purpose  whatever  is  stated.  ^Lord  Denman^  G.  J. 
— ^We  do  not  know  how  that  may  he,  we  have  not  the  in- 
dictment here  (a.)]  Where  the  words  of  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament are  general,  the  charge  in  the  indictment  ought  to 
be  worded  in  as  specific  a  form  as  possible,  in  order  that 
the  parties  may  fully  know  the  nature  of  the  charge,  and 
prepare  to  meet  it.  [Coleridge ^  J. — ^If  it  is  a  matter  of 
error  upon  the  record,  we  cannot  go  into  it ;  we  are  not  a 
Court  constituted  for  that  purpose.  ParkCj  B. — The  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether  the  secreting  is  a  larceny.]  He  sub- 
mitted that  it  was  not.  In  order  to  make  this  a  larceny, 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited  must  be  extended, 
for  in  all  those  cases  an  absolute  separation  of  the  property 
had  actually  taken  place ;  here  there  had  been  no  separation. 
[CoUman,  J. — ^Tou  admit  that  if  the  jury  had  foimd  he 
intended  to  destroy  the  letters,  that  would  have  been  a 
felony.  Alderson^  B. — ^Here  I  take  the  finding  to  be,  that 
the  party  took  the  letters,  intending  to  make  away  with 
ihem.]  He  submitted  that  was  not  so,  the  Court  could  not 
import  the  intention  to  destroy,  the  Jury  having  merely 
found  that  he  secreted  the  letters.  The  words  secrete  and 
destroy  were  both  used  in  the  statute ;  and,  therefore,  se- 
creting and  destroying  were  to  be  regarded  as  distinct 
offences* 

darkson,  for  the  Crown,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^In  the  first  place,  as  to  whether 
this  is  a  secreting  within  the  statute.  I  have  no  doubt 
whatever  that  it  is,  although  no  purpose  is  stated.  The 
Act  of  Parliament  is  dear,  and  applies  to  a  certain  class  of 

(a)  See  2teg»  v.  JTebb,  ante,  p.  26. 
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1849.       persons  filling  offices  of  trust,  and  who,  from  their  dealing 
Beg.  f;.       with  the  Post  Office  letters,  have  at  yarious  times  almost  all 
the  property  of  the  ooimtiy  in  their  hands.    They  are  not 
placed  upon  the  same  footing  with  ordinary  parties  who 
may  be  guilty  of  larceny.  The  statute  was  expressly  passed 
for  the  protection  and  safety  of  property  submitted  to 
them ;  and  therefore  they  are  not  to  secrete  any  letter  for 
any  purpose  whatever.    It  was  not,  therefore,  necessary 
to  set  out  the  purpose.    The  prosecutor  might  be  ignorant 
of  the  purpose,  and  therefore  any  purpose  was  sufficient. 
This  is  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Iteg.  v.  Douglass  (a),  where  the  party, 
holding  office  in  India,  was  charged  under  the  statute  (5) 
with  receiving  certain  moneys  as  a  gift  and  present,  without 
stating  to  whose  use ;  the  words  of  the  statute  being,  "  to 
the  use  of  any  person  whatever."    There  it  was  held  not 
to  be  necessary  to  state  to  whose  use  the  money  was  re- 
ceived.   So  here  the  words  of  the  statute  being  "  every 
person  employed  under  the  Post  Oi£ce  who  shall  steal,  or 
who  shall,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  embezzle,  secrete,  or 
destroy  a  post  letter,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony."    It  is  not 
necessary  to  state  for  what  purpose.    That  is  a  case  pre- 
cisely in  point.    The  purpose  in  this  case  is  altogether 
immaterial  with  respect  to  the  larceny.    Looking  at  all  the 
circumstances,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  an  act  of  larceny 
was  committed.    The  Jury  found  that  the  man  retired  to  & 
private  place  with  the  letter  he  had  taken,  and  dropped  it 
in  such  a  way  that  in  all  human  probability  it  would  have 
disappeared  in  a  short  time,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  a  detection  of  his  misconduct..    We  cannot  help 
seeing  that  the  Jury  were  of  opinion  that  the  letter  was 
secreted  in  such  a  manner,  that  the  owner  would  have  been 
in  a  short  time  deprived  of  his  property,— the  object  was 

(a)  11  Jut.  926.  16  L.  J.  N.  S.  M.  C.  117,  S,  C.      (h)  33  Geo.  HI.  c.  62.  b.  62. 
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to  avoid  the  penalty.  I  am  of  opinion  the  indictment  is  1849. 
good  without  the  statute ;  if  there  had  been  only  the  one  Bsa.v. 
count  for  stealing  it  would  have  been  sufficient.  The  aS'  Wynw. 
portavU  took  plaoe  the  instant  he  dropped  the  letters. 

Parks,  Aldbrson,  BB.,  Golbridob,  Goltmak,  JJ.,  oon« 
omred. 


is  to  ilie  geDeral  application  of  the  pxinoiple  of  ejusdem  gmeris.  In 
Sm^man  v.  Breaehy  7  B.  ft  C.  100,  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  deciding  upon 
Um  wards  of  the  Btatate29Car.  II.  o.  7,"no  tradesman,"  &o.  "or  other  person, 
at  pemns,"  ftc,  said,  that  where  general  words  follow  partioalar  ones,  the 
rsfe  is  to  construe  them  as  applicable  to  persons  ^'uedem  generis,  and  that  the 
itstnte,  tiierefore,  did  not  apply  to  the  driyer  of  a  stage  coach.  In  the  Arch- 
Mop  of  (kmtorb^ry'a  case,  2  Bep.  46,  b.,  it  is  said,  that  the  general  words 
of  a  statute  beginning  with  inferior  persons,  as  abbots,  priors,  &g.,  do  not 
ateiid  to  saperior  persons,  as  bishops,  &o.  So  where  an  Act  of  Edw.  VI. 
sBseted  that  aB  monasteries,  colleges,  &o.,  which  should  be  dissolved,  relin- 
quhed,  forfeited,  given  np,  &o.,  or  by  any  other  means  come  to  the  King, 
should  be  Tested,  &o.,  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  King;  and  the  College 
of  Maidstone  subsequently  came  to  the  King  by  Act  of  Parliament,  it 
was  hdd  not  to  be  within  the  statute  Edw.  YI.,  for  the  words,  any 
other  meane^  were  intended  of  any  other  inferior  means,  as  dissolution,  &c., 
sad  could  not  be  extended  to  an  Act  of  Parliament,  which  was  the  highest 
nannsr  of  ccmyeyance  that  could  be.  {lb.)  It  has,  however,  since  been 
held  that  a  dissdution  by  Act  of  Parliament  is  within  that  statute,  and 
fiiat  file  words, "  any  other  means,"  include,  as  well  a  coming  by  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, as  by  any  other  way.  See  cases  cited,  ib,  notes  C.  H.  In  an  Act  of 
Parliament,  imposing  duties  on  copper,  brass,  pewter,  tin,  and  all  other  metals 
net  enumerated,  gold  and  silYer  are  not  included.  Casher  ▼.  Holmes,  2  B.  & 
id.  592. 

It  is  dear,  that  in  aU  statutes  the  general  words  must  be  governed  by  the 
psoeding  particular  words ;  otherwise,  the  particular  words  would  be  entirely 
inqperativa.  But  the  difficulty  is,  after  all,  in  dedding,  whether  the  matter 
Of  thing  sought  to  be  introduced  under  the  general  words  is  of  the  same  class 
or  gsnus  with  the  particular  words  used ;  and  this  must,  in  reality,  depend 
spon  the  law  of  association  of  ideas.  In  Bac.  Ab.  "  Statute  "  (I.)  6,  dting 
Flowden,  it  is  said,  '*  In  order  to  form  a  right  judgment,  whether  a  case  be 
wiChin  the  equity  of  a  statute,  it  is  a  good  way  to  suppose  the  law-maker 
pnssnt,  and  that  yon  have  asked  him  this  question,  Did  you  intend  to  oom- 
prehend  this  case?  Then  you  must  give  yourself  such  an  answer,  as  you 
imsgine  he,  being  an  upright  and  reasonable  man,  would  have  given."  See 
•bo  Cadt.  Bum's  J.  '*  Statutes,"  s.  6;  1  Blk.  Com.  87;  Dyer,  109,  pi.  38; 
%.  V.  NeoiUe,  8  Q.  B.  452;  Kitchen  v.  Shaw,  6  Ad.  &E.  729;  £ey,  v. 
Skortridye,  1  D.  &  L.  865 ;  and  see  Phillips  v.  Barber,  5  B.  &  A.  164 ;  Att- 
woodr.  Mannings,  7  B.  ft  C.  278. 

Whether  general  words  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  will  extend  to  another  Act 
of  liter  date,  see  2  Bep.  47  a,  note  L. ;  Ba.  Ab.  <<  Stetutee  *'  (I.)  3. 
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1849. 


Saturday^ 
Jan.  20. 

In  a  tannery, 
certain  flkinfi 
had  been 
dressed,  the 
wages  for 
dressing  paid, 
and  the  skinB 
deposited  in  a 
warehouse. 
The  prisoner, 
afterwards, 
clandestinely 
removed  those 
skins  and  car- 
ried them  away, 
'  icith  intent  to 
deliver  them  to 


The  Queen  r.  William  Hollowat. 
LAEOENT. 


The  following  case  was  stated  for  the  consideratioii  of 
the  Judges  by  the  Eecorder  of  Liverpool. 

"  The  prisoner,  Williani  HoUoway,  was  indicted  at  flie 
General  Quarter  Sessions,  holden  in  and  for  the  borough 
of  Liverpool,  on  December  4th,  1848,  for  stealing  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  120  skins  of  leather,  the  pro* 
perty  of  Thomas  Barton  and  another. 

"  Thomas  Barton  and  another  were  tanners,  and  the  pri- 
soner was  one  of  many  workmen  employed  by  them  at  the 
tannery  in  Liverpool  to  dress  skins  of  leather.  The  skins, 
when  dressed,  were  delivered  to  their  foreman,  and  every 
workman  was  paid  in  proportion  to  and  on  account  of  the 
work  done  by  himself.  The  skins  of  leather  were  after- 
wards stored  in  the  warehouse  of  Thomas  Barton  and  ano- 
tention,  without  thcr  adjoining  to  the  workshop.     The  prisoner,  by  opening 

a  window  and  removing  an  iron  bar,  got  access  clandestinely 
to  the  warehouse  and  carried  away  the  skins  of  leather 
mentioned  in  the  indictment,  and  which  had  been  dressed 
by  other  workmen.  The  prisoner  did  not  remove  these 
skins  from  the  tannery,  but  they  were  seen  and  recognized 
the  following  day  at  the  porch  or  place  where  he  usually 
worked  in  the  workshop.  It  was  proved  to  be  a  common 
practice  at  the  tannery  for  one  workman  to  lend  work,  that 
is  to  say,  skins  of  leather  dressed  by  him,  to  another  work- 
man, and  for  the  borrower  in  such  case  to  deliver  the  work 
to  the  foreman  and  get  paid  for  it  on  his  own  account  and 
as  if  it  were  his  own  work. 

"  A  question  of  fact  arose,  as  to  the  intention  of  the  pri- 
soner in  taking  the  skins  from  the  warehouse.  The  Jury 
found  that  the  prisoner  did  not  intend  to  remove  the  skins 
from  the  tannery  and  dispose  of  them  elsewhere,  but  that 


the  foreman^ 
Midget  paid 
for  them  as  if 
they  were  hie 
own  work? 
Held,  not  a 
larceny. 

To  constitute 
larceny  there 
must  be  an  in- 

ntion, 

ly  colo 
ri^ht,  to  de- 
pnve  the  owner 
of  the  entire 
property. 

Semble, 
theCJourtwiU 
not  (except, 
perhaps,  under 
extreme  cir- 
cumstances) 
send  back  a 
case  for  amend- 
ment under  the 
11  &  12  Vic 
0.  78,  B.  4. 
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bifl  intention  in  taking  them  was  to  deliver  them  to  the       1849. 
foreman  and  to  get  paid  for  them  as  if  they  were  his  own      ^t^a~v, 
work,  and  in  this  way  he  intended  the  skins  to  be  restored    Holmway. 
to  the  possession  of  his  masters. 

"  The  Jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,  found  the 
prisoner  Guilty ;  and  a  point  of  law  raised  on  behalf  of  the 
prisoner  was  reserved,  and  is  now  submitted  for  the  consi- 
deration of  the  Justices  of  either  bench  and  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer. 

^'  The  question  is  whether  on  the  finding  of  the  Jury  the 
prisoner  ought  to  have  been  convicted  of  larceny. 

<<  Judgment  was  postponed,  and  the  prisoner  was  liber- 
ated on  bail  taken  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  or  some 
subsequent  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  to  receive  judgment 
or  some  final  order  of  the  Court. 

"  Gilbert  Hendbrsoic, 
"  Eecorder  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool.'* 

LotcndeSj  for  the  prosecution.  [Parker  B. — This  is  like 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Webh  (a),  where  it  was  held  that  it  was 
not  larceny  for  miners  employed  to  bring  ore  to  the  surface, 
(and  who  were  paid  by  the  owners  according  to  the  quantity 
produced,)  to  remove  from  the  heaps  of  other  miners,  ore 
produced  by  them,  and  add  it  to  their  own,  in  order  to  in- 
crease their  wages ;  the  ore  still  remaining  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  owners.]  In  that  case  there  was  no  intention  to 
injure  the  owner.  [  Coleridge ^  J, — But  the  effect  was  to  make 
the  owners  pay  more.  Parke,  B. — ^To  take  away  the  tempo- 
rary use  is  no  larceny.  There  must  be  an  intention  to  take 
away  the  property.  Alderson,  B. — The  taking  of  a  young 
lady's  hat,  in  order  to  induce  her  to  go  to  a  certain  house,  was 
held  not  to  be  larceny  (6).  So  where  the  party  took  goods 
with  an  intention  to  restore  the  property,  upon  receiving  a 

(a)  1  Moody,  C.  C.  431.  (b)  Rex  t.  JDiekineon,  B.  &  B.  420. 
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1849.  reward  (a).  Coleridge^  J. — ^If  this  were  larceny,  oases  of 
itEa.  f^.  niere  trespass  might  be  included.]  In  some  oases,  there 
might  be  a  difficulty  in  distinguishing  between  what  oonsti- 
tutes  a  larceny,  and  what  is  only  a  mere  trespass.  The  dis- 
tinction, however,  might  be  preserved,  by  holding — ^That 
it  is  larceny,  fraudulently  to  take  the  personal  chattel  of 
another  against  the  will  of  the  owner,  with  an  intent  to 
derive  some  benefit  from  the  taking,  other  than  the  mere 
temporary  use  of  the  chatteL  Here,  there  was  no  intention 
to  deprive  the  master  of  the  skins,  yet,  there  was  a  benefit 
to  be  derived  by  the  prisoner,  in  representing  the  work 
done  upon  the  skins  as  his  own,  the  object  being  to  obtain 
the  wages  usually  paid  for  such  work.  The  work  done  upon 
the  skins  would  be  paid  for  twice,  and  that  would  be  an  in- 
jury to  the  master..  It  ib  not  necessary  that  there  should  be 
an  intention  wholly  to  deprive  the  master  of  the  property ;  it 
is  quite  sufficient  if  an  injury  to  the  master  takes  place.  It 
is  scarcely  possible  to  give  a  perfectly  correct  definition  of 
larceny,  the  circumstances  of  each  case  admit  of  so  muoh 
variety.  Hale  says,  that  "  In  oases  of  larceny,  the  variety 
of  circumstcmces  is  so  great,  and  the  complications  thereof 
so  mingled,  that  it  is  impossible  to  prescribe  all  the 
circumstances  evidencing  a  felonious  intent,  or  the  con- 
trary ;  but  the  same  must  be  left  to  the  due  and  attentive 
consideration  of  the  Judge  and  Jury.  Wherein,  the  best 
rule  is,  in  dubiis^  rather  to  incline  to  acquittal  than  convic- 
tion" (b).  Bracton's  definition,  '^  Contrectatio  rei  aliensd, 
fraudulenter,  cum  animo  furandi,  invito  illo  Domino  cujus 
res  iQa  fuerit(c).'*  The  civil  law  defines  it  as  lucri 
causd  {d) .  Fleta  and  Qlanville  follow  the  definition  of  Braoton. 

(fl)  ^ff.  V,  Yorkf  ante,  p.  21. 

ib)  1  Hale,  P.  G.  609,  (c.  43,  s.  8.)    See  4  Bl.  C.  232 ;  4  Steph.  Com.  157. 

(0  Bracton,  lib.  iii.  cap.  32.     [See  Arch.  C.  PI.  182.] 

((Q  Just.  Inst.  lib.  iy.  tit.  i.  (by  Harris.)  '*  Furtum  est  contractatio  frau- 
dnlosa  lucri  faciendi  gratia,  Tel  ipsios  rei,  vel  etiam  usos  ejus  poaseasionesTe." 
See  also  the  Venice  edition  by  Aldobrandini.  The  words  in  italics  are  omitted 
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Bkokatone)  in  his  ComxnentarieBi  seemB  to  consider  that  1849. 
mtumw  furandi  and  lucri  causa  convey  the  same  meaning.  rbo.v. 
Where  a  party  took  a  horse  to  ride,  it  was  held  not  to  be 
larceny,  there  being  no  lucri  causa^  it  was  a  mere  trespass; 
but  here  there  was  a  wrongful  taking  away,  with  the  view  of 
receiving  a  benefit  in  money.  The  use  of  a  chattel  may 
be  a  mere  trespass ;  but  in  the  present  instance,  the  pri« 
aoner  took  a  skin  of  a  certain  value,  from  the  fact  of  its 
being  dressed,  with  the  intention  of  depriving  the  owner  of 
a  portion  of  that  value,  by  representing  the  labour  upon  it 
as  not  having  been  paid  for.  [^Parke,  B. — There  must  be  an 
intention  to  take  away;  a  mere  use  will  not  make  a  larceny.] 
The  case  mentioned  in  Foster  (a),  is  somewhat  similar  to 
this.  Where  a  man  disguised  himself,  and  robbed  his  own 
servant  of  goods  he  had  committed  to  his  care,  with  intent 
to  charge  the  hundred,  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  larceny. 
It  will  be  quite  sufficient  if  the  intention  is  to  obtain  money. 
IParke^  B. — ^To  constitute  larceny,  there  must  be  an  inten- 
tion to  take  to  yourself.]  In  the  Mirror  (6),  larceny  is  thus 
defined, — ^'Laroine  est  prisel  d'autre  moveable  corporelle 
treeherousment  contra  la  volonte  de  celuy  a  qu'il  est  pur  male 
gaigne   dia  possession,  ou  del  use.'' — ^^  Trecheratmnent 

In  ihe  Berlin  edition  by  Schrader ;  as  also  in  the  Leipeic  edition  of  1843  by 
Kriegelii,  Hennann,  and  Osenbriiggen :  see,  howeyer,  the  note  there. 

(a)  Foster,  p.  124.  "A.,  having  delivered  money  to  his  servant  to  cany  to  a 
distant  place,  disguised  himself  and  robbeth  the  servant  on  the  road,  with 
intent  to  chaige  the  Hundred.  This,  I  doubt  not,  would  be  a  robbery  in  A. ; 
for,  in  these  cases  "  [alluding  to  another  of  a  similar  nature]  ' '  the  money  and 
goods  were  taken  from  those  who  had  a  special  temporary  property  in  them 
with  a  wicked  fraudulent  intention ;  which  is  the  ancient  known  definition  of 
larceny,  fraudulenta  contractatio  rei  aliens  invito  Domino.  (Bract,  de  Cor. 
tt.  32.    Fleta,  Ub.  1,  c.  289.)"    See  I  Hale,  513. 

(b)  La  Somme  appelle  Mirroir  des  Justices,  c.  1,  s.  10,  p.  37 ;  French  ed. 
1642.  The  Mirror  of  the  Justices ;  Eng.  ed.  1646.  **  Lardne  is  the  treache- 
lously  taking  away  from  another  moveables  corporeal,  against  the  will  of 
those  to  whom  they  doe  belong,  by  evil  getting  of  the  possession  of  them,  or 
the  use  of  them."  '*  It  is  said,  treacherously,  because  that  if  the  taker  of 
them  away  conceive  the  goods  to  be  his  owne,  and  that  he  may  well  take 
fhem ;  in  such  case  it  is  no  offence." 
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1849.       est  dit,  pur  ceo  que  si  I'esloigiior  entende  les  biens  estre 

Reg.  r.       cyens,  et  qu'  il  les  poit  bien  prendre,  en  tiel  case  ne  se  fait 

HoLLowAY.    ^y.  ^^^^  pecbe."    Coke  says,  "  Larceny,  by  the  common 

law,  is  the  felonious  and  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying 
away,  by  any  man  or  woman,  of  the  mere  personal  goods  of 
another,  neither  from  the  person,  nor  by  night  in  the  house 
of  the  owner."  Though  he  adds,  "  It  must  be  felonious, 
t.  e.  animo  farandV^  (a).  According  to  the  definition  of 
Eyre,  C.  J.,  in  Pearls  case  (6),  "  Larceny,  is  the  wrongful 
taking  of  goods  with  intent  to  spoil  the  owner  of  them 
camA  lucrV^  East  (c)  says,  "  Lord  Coke,  and  after  him, 
most  others,  have  defined  simple  larceny  to  be,  the  felonious 
and  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away  by  any  person  the 
mere  personal  goods  of  another,  neither  from  the  person, 
nor  by  night  in  the  house  of  owner.  Perhaps  it  may  be, 
with  as  much  propriety,  defined  at  large  to  be,  the  wrongful 
and  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away  by  any  person,  the 
mere  personal  goods  of  another  from  any  place,  with  a 
felonious  intent  to  convert  them  to  his  own  use,  and  make 
them  his  own  property,  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner"  ((^.  Blackstone  defines  larceny,  as  "The  felo- 
nious taking  away  of  the  personal  goods  of  another  "  (e)« 
\Alder8ony  B. — This  is  rather  an  attempt  to  commit  a 
misdemeanour ;  and  the  question  is,  ought  the  Eecorder  to 
have  directed  the  Jury  to  return  a  verdict  of  Ghiilty,  or 
Not  Gmlty  P  (/) 
Lord  Denman,  0.  J. — ^A  great  deal  certainly  is  to  be  said 

(fl)  3  Co.  Inst.  c.  47,  p.  107.  (b)  East,  P.  C.  o.  16,  s.  112. 

(0  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  8.  2. 

(i)  See  1  Hale  P.  C.  and  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  s.  3.  "There  toinst  be  an 
actual  taking  or  sdverance  of  the  thing  from  the  possession  of  the  owner ;  for, 
as  every  larceny  inclades  a  trespass,  if  the  party  be  not  gmlty  of  a  trespass  in 
the  taking  the  goods,  he  cannot  he  gmlty  of  felony  in  taking  them  away." 
(See  1  Hawk.  c.  33,  s.  2.) 

{e)  4  Bl.  Com.  230 ;  see  other  definitions  of  larceny  referred  to  in  the 
first  report  of  the  Criminal  Law  Commindoners,  p.  9. 

(/)  No  counsel  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner. 
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in  favour  of  holding  this  a  larceny,  because  the  owner  is       1849. 

deprived  of  his  property,  for  a  short  time,  at  all  events ;       b^^. 

but  the  intention  of  the  prisoner,  as  found  by  the  Jury,  pro-    Hollowat. 

teots  him.    If  we  were  to  hold  that  it  is  a  larceny  where 

the  intention  is  to  deprive  the  owner  for  a  time  only  of  his 

property,  we  should  include  many  cases  which  might  bear 

very  hardly.  It  certainly  would  be  a  strange  thing,  if,  when 

a  servant  has  robbed  his  master,  and  being  charged  with  it, 

says,  he  did  not  intend  to  steal,  he  only  intended  to  cheat 

him,  in  order  to  increase  the  amount  of  his  wages,  he  should 

not  be   amenable  to  justice;  but  no  such  case  can  well 

oooor,  in  which  the  parties  would  not  be  punishable  in  some 

way  or  another;  for  if  it  be  an  unlawful  attempt  only  to  get 

money,  it  would  be  punishable  as  a  misdemeanour. 

Fabke,  B. — ^This  is  no  larceny.  To  constitute  larceny, 
there  must  be  an  intention  to  exert  an  entire  dominion  over 
the  thing  alleged  to  be  stolen.  It  is  said,  there  is  no 
proper  definition  of  larceny.  The  best  definition,  however, 
is  in  East,  P.  0.  (a), where  it  is  said  to  be  "  The  wrongful 
and  fraudulent  taking  and  carrying  away  by  any  person,  the 
mere  personal  goods  of  another  from  any  place,  with  a 
felonious  intent  to  convert  them  to  his  own  use  and  make 
them  his  own  property  without  the  consent  of  the  owner." 
That  is,  if  he  takes  them  without  any  colour  of  right ;  and 
with  this  addition,  perhaps,  the  definition  will  be  found  to 
be  correct.  If  a  man  takes  a  horse,  merely  intending 
to  ride  a  distance,  the  offence  is  not  larceny.  Bex  v. 
Webb  (fi)  is  to  the  same  effect;  that  if  the  party,  at 
flie  time  of  the  taking,  did  not  intend  to  take  the  pro- 
periy  out  of  the  poaseesion  of  tie  owner,  but  merely  to 
use  it  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  higher  reward  than  he 
was  entitled  to,  it  is  not  a  larceny;  that  is  precisely 
the  present  case.  Here,  there  being  no  intention  to 
deprive  the  owner  of  the  property,  it  was  no  larceny.    I 

(«)  1  Eaat,  p.  C.  553.  (b)  1  M.  C.  C.  431. 
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1849.       think,  in  this  case,  an  essential  part  of  the  definition  is 
rbq.  I,.       not  answered — ^the  intention  to  make  the  skins  his  own 
property ;  the  intention  was  merely  to  make  a  fraudulent 
use  of  them.  ^ 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Coleridge,  J.,  concurred. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — ^I  do  not  think  we  must  look  to  a  definition^ 
so  much  as  to  the  cases.  The  best  way  is  to  see  what  the 
cases  have  established,  as  the  ingredients  of  larceny.  It 
appears  to  me,  there  must  be  an  intention  to  deprive  the 
master  of  the  entire  property. 

Lotondes. — ^The  Court  will,  perhaps,  consider  whether 
certain  circumstances,  which  are  not  stated  in  the  case  as 
submitted  by  the  Learned  Eecorder,  are  material  to  the 
decision  to  which  they  have  come :  and,  if  so,  the  Court 
will  refer  back  the  case  to  the  Learned  Becorder  to  have 
those  facts  stated,  there  being  power  to  do  so  under  the 
Act  (a).  [He  was  proceeding  to  state  what  the  circum- 
stances were  to  which  he  referred,  when  he  was  stopped  by 
the  Court.] 

Denman,  C.  J. — ^We  cannot  do  that.  When  a  case  is 
submitted  to  us,  we  must  decide  upon  it  as  it  stands.  In 
settlement  cases,  we  are  particularly  desirous  of  avoiding 
such  a  course. 

Conviction  quashed  (6). 

(a)  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  4,  enacts,  ",Th&tthe  said  Justices  and  Barons, 
where  a  case  has  been  reserved  for  their  opinion,  shall  have  power,  if  they 
think  fit,  to  cause  the  case  or  certificate  to  be  sent  back  for  amendment,  and 
thereupon  the  same  shall  be  amended  accordingly,  and  judgment  shaU  ^be 
delivered  after  it  shall  have  been  amended." 

{h)  See  next  case,  Reg.  y.  HaU, 
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Thb  Queen  v.  John  Hall.  1849. 


LAECENT.  ^S^ 

"The  Eeoorder  of  Hull  respectfully  submits  for  the  t\^^J^^^ 
oonsideiation  of  the  Judges  fliis  question  of  law,  namely,  d^^iy  to?**' 
lAether,  under  the  oiicumstanoes  of  the  following  ease,  £^^?JI^®^' 
the  conviction  of  John  Hall,  for  larceny,  was  a  good  con-  ^*'  'rom  one 

'  "  '^  place  to  an- 

Tiction.  other,  and  then, 

in  conjunction 

"  John  Hall  was  tried  at  the  last  Christmas  Quarter  Ses-  with  b,  endea- 
fiODB  for  the  borough  of  Hull,  on  an  indictment  charging  it  to  his  master 
him  with  stealing  fat  and  tallow,  the  property  of  John  ^  b  a^To^ 

A.i*  Held,  that  A 

AlDn.  i^as  rightly 

**  John  Atkin,  the  prosecutor,  is  a  tallow-chandler,  and  Sro^!^  ^* 
the  prisoner,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  offence,  was  a  servant 
in  his  employment.  On  the  morning  of  the  6th  of  Decem* 
ber  last,  the  prosecutor,  in  consequence  of  something  that 
had  occurred  to  excite  his  suspicions,  marked  a  quantity  of 
botcher's  fat,  which  was  deposited  in  a  room  immediately 
above  the  candle-room  in  his  warehouse.  In  the  latter 
room  was  a  pair  of  scales  used  in  weighing  the  fat,  which 
the  prosecutor  bought  for  the  purposes  of  his  trade.  At 
noon,  the  foreman  and  the  prisoner  left  the  warehouse  to  go 
to  dinner,  when  the  former  locked  the  doors  and  carried 
the  keys  to  the  prosecutor.  At  that  time  there  was  no  fat 
in  the  scales.  In  about  ten  minutes  the  prisoner  came  back 
and  asked  for  the  keys,  which  the  prosecutor  let  him  have. 
The  prosecutor  watched  him  into  the  warehouse,  and  saw 
that  he  took  nothing  in  with  him.  In  a  short  time  he 
letnmed  the  keys  to  the  prosecutor,  and  went  away.  The 
prosecutor  then  went  into  the  candle-room,  and  found  that 
all  the  fat  which  he  had  marked  had  been  removed  from  the 
apper  room,  and,  after  having  been  put  in  a  bag,  had 
heen  placed  in  the  scales  in  the  candle  room.  The  prose- 
eoior  then  went  into  the  street,  and  waited  until  a  man  of 
the  hame  of  Wilson  came  up,  who  was  shortly  followed  by 
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1849.       the  prisoner.    The  latter,  on  being  asked  where  the  fat 
Bbg.  «.       came  from  that  was  in  the  scales,  said  it  belonged  to  a 

TTatt  

butcher  of  the  name  of  Robinson ;  and  "Wilson,  in  the  pri- 
soner's presence,  stated  that  he  had  come  to  weigh  the  fat 
which  he  had  brought  from  *Mx,  Eobinson's.  The  prose- 
cutor told  Wilson  that  he  would  not  pay  him  for  the  fat 
until  he  had  seen  Mr.  Eobinson,  and  left  the  warehouse  for 
that  purpose.  Wilson  immediately  ran  away ;  and  the  pri- 
soner, after  offering  to  the  prosecutor's  wife,  if  he  was  for- 
given, to  tell  all,  ran  away  too,  and  was  not  apprehended 
until  some  time  afterwards,  at  some  distance  from  Hull. 

"  I  told  the  Jury  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  the  pri- 
soner removed  the  fat  from  the  upper  room  to  the  candle- 
room,  and  placed  it  in  the  scales  with  the  intention  of  sell- 
ing it  to  the  prosecutor  as  fat  belonging  to  Mr.  Bobinson, 
and  with  the  intention  of  appropriating  the  proceeds  to  his 
own  use,  the  offence  amounted  to  larceny. 

"  The  Jury  found  the  prisoner  Ghiilty. 

"  The  prisoner  was  not  sentenced,  having  entered  into  a 
recognizance  conditioned  to  appear  at  the  next  sessions 
to  be  holden  for  the  said  borough  of  Hull,  to  receive 
judgment. 

**  T.  0.  Granger; 

"  Eecorder  of  Hull."  • 

Dearslt/j  for  the  prisoner. — The  question  that  arose  at 
the  trial  was,  whether  or  not  the  goods  were  removed  with 
the  intention  of  wholly  depriving  the  owner  of  them.  As 
it  appears  from  the  case,  the  goods  were  removed  with  the 
intention  of  returning  them  to  the  owner,  coupled  with  the 
intention  of  depriving  the  owner  of  the  value  of  them,  but 
not  of  the  goods  themselves.  This  did  not  amount  to  the 
offence  of  larceny,  but  it  was  an  attempt  to  get  money 
under  false  pretences.  He  admitted  the  asportation,  also 
the  Iticri  causa,  but  there  was  no  felonious  conversion,  no 
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intention  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  permanent  use  of  the  1849. 
property.  The  ease  appeared  to  him  to  be  virtually  dis-  Bj».  v. 
posed  of  in  Beg,  v.  HoUaway  (a),  and  it  seemed  to  involve 
the  same  question.  [Parke^  B. — ^No:  the  eases  are  dif- 
ferent ;  here  the  prisoner  devests  the  owner  of  the  goods, 
and  represents  them  as  the  property  of  another  person.] 
Nevertheless,  the  original  intention  was  to  return  the 
goods  to  the  owner.  [Coleridge^  J. — ^In  whose  posses- 
sion were  they  when  they  were  being  sold  to  the  mas- 
ter? Was  there  not  then  a  dominion  exercised  over 
them  independent  of  the  master's?  Alderson,  B.— In 
Reg.  V.  MoUoway  the  party  never  intended  to  treat  the 
goods  but  as  the  master's;  here  he  does.  Parke j  B. — 
The  intention  was  not  to  restore  them  to  the  master  as 
his  own  property,  but  as  the  property  of  the  pretended 
vendor.]  In  order  to  constitute  larceny,  three  things  are 
necessary,  viz.,  the  unlawful  taking,  the  lucH  cattsa,  and 
the  intention  to  deprive  the  owner  wholly  of  the  goods, 
f.  e.  res  ipsaSy  for  ever.  In  this  all  the  authorities 
agreed;  the  definitions  in  Braoton  ((),  the  Mirror  (c),  and 
Blackstone  {cl)^  were  for  the  most  part  the  same.  The 
expressions  '^tractatio"  in  Bracton,  and  "prise"  in  the 
Mirror,  implied  a  taking  for  ever.  There  must  be  an  inten- 
tion to  take  the  goods  in  specie  for  ever.  How  could  it  be 
said  the  prisoner  intended  to  take  the  goods  for  ever,  when 
his  immediate  intention  was  to  restore  them  to  the  owner? 
[^Coleridge,  J. — ^Would  you  contend  that  if  a  man  took  a 
horse,  and  intended  to  disfigure  him,  and  afterwards  to  sell 
him  to  the  owner  as  the  property  of  another  man,  it  would 
not  be  larceny?]  Mutatis  mutandis j  the  cases  are  similar. 
{AldersoHy  B. — ^The  cases  are  certainly  similar ;  neverthe- 


(a)  Ant^y  p.  40.  {b)  lib.  iii.  de  Goroii&,  o.  32,  fol.  150. 

{e)  The  Mizror  of  Justices,  by  Home,  o.  1,  b.  10,  p.  37. 
(d)  4  Bl.  Com.  230.    For  other  definitioiis  of  larceny,  see  1  Crim.  Law 
Bep.  p.  9. 

VOL.  I.  B 


Hall. 
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1849.  less^  the  oase  put  looks  veiy  much  like  horse-stealing.]  In 
Bsa.9.  taking  extreme  oases  there  is  some  danger  of  losing  the  right 
principle.  Laroeny  is  defined  to  be  ^^  a  taking  with  an 
intention  of  wholly  depriving  the  owner  of  his  property.'* 
Braoton  (a)  says,  '^  Furtum  est  tractatio  rei  aliens  frau* 
dulenter  animo  furandi  invito  illo  cujus  res  ilia  fuerit."  Ge- 
neral definitions,  however,  are  seldom  comprehensive  enough 
to  embrace  every  oase  which  may  arise.  The  decided  cases 
are  the  best  guides  to  the  law,  and  all  the  reported  oases  go 
to  show,  that  to  constitute  larceny  there  must  be  the  inten- 
tion of  wholly  depriving  the  owner  of  the  goods  themselves. 
In  JRex  V.  Morfit  and  another  (6),  where  the  servants  took 
the  master's  com,  and  gave  it  to  the  master's  horses,  it 
was  held  to  be  a  larceny ;  but  this  was  upon  the  supposition 
that  the  master  had  been  wholly  deprived  of  the  com.  In 
JRex  V.  Phillips  and  another  (c),  the  juiy  having  found 
that  there  was  no  intention  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the 
horses,  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  felony.  If  the  jury  in  the 
present  case  had  found  that,  if  the  fraud  had  not  succeeded, 
the  prisoner  would  have  appropriated  the  goods  to  his  own 
use,  it  might  have  been  a  larceny.  In  a  book  of  general 
reference  {d)j  after  citing  from  Blackstone,  ^^  that  the  taking 
and  carrying  away  must  be  felonious,  that  is,  done  animo 
Jurandi ;  or,  as  the  dvil  law  expresses  it,  lucri  causd^^*  which 
it  describes  as  not  very  definite ;  it  is  said,  ^'  but  larceny, 
so  far  as  respects  the  intent  with  which  it  is  committed  (and 
the  intent  here  is  a  material  ingredient  in  the  offence),  may 
perhaps  correctly  be  defined  thus : — ^Where  a  man  know- 
ingly takes  and  carries  away  the  goods  of  another,  without 
any  claim  or  pretence  of  right,  with  intent  wholly  to  deprive 
the  owner  of  them,  and  to  appropriate  or  convert  them  to 
his  own  use."    [Aldersonj  B. — ^According  to  your  argument, 

{a)  Lib.  iii.  c.  32.  {b)  Boss.  &  By.  307. 

(0  2  EMt,  P.  G.  o.  16,  s.  98,  p.  682. 
{i)  Archbold's  Crim.  Law,  182,  9th  ed. 


Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  the  prisoner  was  rightly  oon- 
iricted.  The  goods  are  taken  out  of  the  dominion  of  the 
master,  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  pretended  vendor  to 
Bell  to  the  party  to  whom  they  really  belong,  andif  not  sold 
he  is  to  take  them  away  again.  It  is  a  very  different  ease 
from  Beg.  v.  HoUoioay. 

Alberson,  B. — The  party  never  meant  to  restore  the 
goods  to  tiie  owner,  except  upon  a  contract  that  he  should 
pay  the  fuU  value  for  them. 

CoLEBiDGB,  and  GoLTMAN,  JJ.  oonouTred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


TTatt.- 
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if  a  man  were  to  steal  a  bank-note  from  the  owner,  and  then  1849. 
take  it  back  to  him  to  be  changed,  it  would  not  be  larceny.]  r^^T^T 
It  would  not  be ;  for,  although  the  owner  would  be  deprived 
of  the  value  of  the  note,  he  would  not  be  deprived  of  the 
note  itself.  It  is  a  contradiction  in  terms  to  say,  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  party  is  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  very  goods 
which  he  restored  to  him.  Here  it  is  admitted  that  such 
was  l^e  original  intention,  and  therefore  it  is  not  larceny. 

Archboldj  for  the  Grown,  was  not  called  upon. 

LiOBD  Denhan,  G.  J. — ^The  taking  in  this  case  is  admitted. 
The  animus  fur andi  depends  upon  the  intention  of  the  party 
permanently  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  goods.  How  can 
it  be  more  manifest  than  when  a  party  deprives  the  owner 
of  his  goods,  and  then  endeavours  to  sell  them  to  him  as  the 
property  of  another  ?  The  case  of  a  bank-note  is  inge- 
niously put,  but  nothing  can  be  more  extreme  than  the  case 


v2 
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Beg.  v.  Bead  and  others. 

COMMON  ASSAULT. 
1849. 

^jtM.'^.*  Case. — ^To  the  Justices  of  either  Bench  and  Barons 

Some  boys  had"'  0^  t^®  Exchequer. 

oonneodon 

with  a  ffiri  nine       «  Suirev,  to  "wit — ^At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of 

yean  of  age.  "^ ' 

^e  joiy  found   the  Peace,  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  at  St.  Maiy, 
the  girl  being  *    Newington,  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Surrey,  on  Tues- 
party:  but  that  day,  the  12th  day  of  January,  1849. 
tmderyear%  *^  Goorgo  Bead,  late  of  the  parish  of  Wimbledon,  in  the 

know  what  county  of  Surrey ;  Balph  Bead,  late  of  the  same  parish ; 
l^owj^  Held  ^^^  John  Barlow, late  of  the  same  parish ;  agedrespeotively, 
not  be^Sn*!^  thirteen,  twelve,  and  eleven  years ; — ^were  charged  in  the 
J^^^'*^        same  indictment  with  a  common  assault,  on  Elizabeth 

Ellen  Serle,  a  girl  nine  years  of  age. 

^'  It  was  proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  four  parties  went 
into  a  hay-loft,  where  each  of  the  three  boys  had  connexion 
-with  the  girl,  and  penetration  was  effected  in  each  case. 
When  the  boys  first  began  to  take  liberties  the  girl 
showed  some  unwillingness,  but  eventually,  she  ceased  to 
offer  any  opposition,  and  appaarentiy  assented." 

**  The  verdict  of  the  jury,  was  ^  Guilty,  the  child  being 
an  assenting  party;  but  that  from  her  tender  years  she  did 
not  know  what  she  was  about.' " 

"  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is.  Whether, 
under  the  peculiar  oiroumstances  of  the  case,  the  girl,  being 
of  the  age  of  nine  years  only,  actually  did  give,  or  was 
oonipetent  to  give  such  an  assent  to  the  act  in  question,  as 
to  invalidate  the  conviction  for  a  common  assault. 

"Thomas  Pucklb, 
"  Chairman  of  the  Sessions." 
«  Jan,  10, 1849." 
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Needham^    lot  the    prisoners,   relied   upon   Beg,    v.       1849. 
Martm  (a),  j^^  ^  bxaj^ 

Bobinton^  for  the  prosecution,  submitted  that  the  ^»»<>™™b- 
Teidiot  amounted  to  "  guilty,"  For  if  anything  more  than 
that  word  was  to  be  looked  at,  then  the  whole  of  the  oon-* 
text  must  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  the  one  part 
would  oontrol  the  other.  The  question  really  was,  Whe- 
ther a  child  of  nine  years  of  age  could  give  an  assent  to 
Bodi  an  act.  The  presumption  of  law  was,  that  she  could 
not  oonsent  to  any  injuiy  to  be  committed  upon  her ;  it  was 
contraiy  to  the  policy  of  the  law  that  she  should  be  allowed 
to  do  so,  for  the  law  always  protects  those  who  from  their 
infancy  cannot  protect  themselves.  [Aldersony  B. — This 
point  has  been  decided  in  Beg.  v.  Martin.']  That  case 
was  to  be  distinguished:  there  the  child  was  above  ten 
yean  of  age,  and  the  Act  draws  a  distinction  where  the 
ehlld  is  under,  and  where  above  ten  years ;  there,  also,  the 
jury  found,  without  any  qualification,  that  the  child  con- 
sented ;  in  this  case  the  jury  found,  not,  simply,  that  she 
consented,  but  that  she  consented  not  knowing  what  she 
was  about.  This  was  virtually  no  oonsent  at  all.  It  was 
the  assent  of  a  person  incapable  of  giving  assent,  a  mere  me- 
chanical assent,  as  of  an  automaton.  In  Beg.  v.  Saunders  (5), 
the  woman  consented,  not  Miowing  but  that  the  man  waa 
her  husband,  and  although  she  so  consented  the  prisoner 
was  found  guilty  of  an  assault.  Beg.  v.  Williams  (c)  was 
to  the  same  effect.  In  this  case  the  child  consented,  not 
knowing  what  she  was  about.  [Aldersony  B. — The  mean- 
ing of  the  jury  is,  that  she  was  an  actually  assenting 
party,  but  that  she  could  not  by  law  assent.]  Which 
meant  that  she  had  not  a  mind  to  consent,  and,  therefore, 
could  not  be  a  consenting  party.  The  question  was,  whether 
she  gave  such  an  assent  as  would  justify  the  assault  com- 

(c)  2  M.  C.  G.  123;  9  C.  ft  P.  213-215, 8.  C. 

{S)  8C.  ftp.  265.  {e)  8C.  ft  P.  286. 
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1849.  mitted  upon  her.  If  a  child,  two  or  three  years  of  age, 
Ewj.  V.  Bbad  assented  to  a  man,  the  same  verdict  might  be  returned. 
AKDOTHEM.  ^Qolendge,  J.— Here  the  jury  say,  that  the  girl  was  an 
assenting  party  to  the  connexion ;  no  juiy  would  find  that 
a  child  of  two  or  three  years  of  age  consented.]  Sup- 
posing a  child  to  have  a  sovereign,  and  a  man  to  ask  her  for 
it,  upon  which  she  gives  it  to  him,  and  he  runs  away  with 
it ;  it  could  not  be  contended  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  a 
felony.  Here  the  verdict  was,  in  effect,  the  same  as  if  the 
jury  had  found  that  the  girl  was  an  idiot,  incapable  of 
assenting  [Alder%(m,  B. — Suppose  the  jury  to  have  found 
that  the  idiot  assented;  what  then?  Coltma%  J. — Be- 
f  erred  to  the  cases  of  Reg.  v.  Banks  (a)  and  Reg.  V.  Mere^ 
dith  (().]  This  case  was  distinguishable  from  those;  be- 
cause, although  the  jury  found  that  the  child  assented, 
they  also  found  her  to  be  incapable,  which  rebutted  the 
assent. 

Lord  Dsnhak,  C  J. — ^I  think  the  jury  would  have  been 
justified  in  finding  the  prisoners  guilty ;  they  have,  how- 
ever, found  that  the  child  was  an  assenting  party.  If  she 
gave  an  actual  assent,  it  could  not  be  an  assault.  It  has 
been  so  held  in  several  cases. 

Parke  and  AiiDERSoN,  BB. ;  Coleridge  and  Goltman, 
J  J.,  concurred  (c). 

,  (a)  8  G.  &  P.  674.  The  prisoner  was  indioted,  *'  That  he  felonioiisly  did 
nukke  an  assault  on  M.  H.,  and  her  the  said  M.  H.  then  and  there  felonioxudy 
did  unlawfully  and  carnally  know  and  abuse,*'  &c.  The  child,  who  was  nine 
yean  of  age,  consented.  Fatieaon^  J.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  prisoner  could 
not  under  such  drcumstances  be  convicted  of  an  assault;  and,  therefore, 
directed  the  jury  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty  upon  the  whole  charge,  or  acquit 
him. 

(b)  8  G.  &  P.  689. 

(c)  The  law  presumes,  that  a  male  infant  under  fourteen  years  of  age 
is  impotent  and  incapable  of  sexual  intercourse.  He  may,  however,  be  a 
principal  in  the  second  degree,  as  aiding  and  asaLsting,  if  the  circumstances 
show  that  he  had  a  misohieyouB  discretion. — 1  Hale's  P.  C.  c.  68,  p.  730. 
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Bbg.  17.  HsNRY  Allen. 

Case  stated  by  the  Hon.  Baron  Rolfe, 

1849. 

SODOMY.  Saturday, 

Jan,  20. 

**At  the  Deoember  Sesdons  of  the  Central  Criminal  conientient 
Court,  Henry  Allen  was  tried  before  me  for  an  unnatural  J^*'^- 

crime.  12  yeawof 

age- 

*'  The  first  count  charged  that  the  said  Henry  Allen  in 
and  upon  one  John  Wood  feloniously  did  lay  his  hands,  and 
then  and  there  feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically,  and 
against  the  order  of  nature  had  a  venereal  affair  with  the 
said  John  Wood,  and  him  the  said  John  Wood  then  and 
there  carnally  knew,  and  then  and  there  feloniously, 
wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against  the  order  of  nature, 
with  the  said  John  Wood  did  commit  and  perpetrate  the 
detestable,  abominable,  and  horrid  crime  of,  &c.  &c. 

«  The  second  count  charged  that  the  prisoner  feloniously, 
wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against  the  order  of  nature,  was 
oonsenting  to  and  did  permit  and  suffer  the  said  John 
Wood,  feloniously;  wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against  the 
order  of  nature,  to  have  a  venereal  affair  with  him  the  said 
Heniy  Allen,  and  with  him  the  said  Henry  Allen  then  and 
there  feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against  the 
order  of  nature,  to  carnally  know  him  the  said  Henry  , 

Allen,  and  with  him  the  said  Henry  Allen  then  and  there 
feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically,  and  against  the  order  of 
nature,  to  commit  and  perpetrate  the  detestable,  abomina- 
ble, and  horrible  crime  of,  &o.  And  that  the  said  Henry 
Allen  did  then  and  there  feloniously,  wickedly,  diabolically, 
and  against  the  order  of  nature,  commit  and  perpetrate 
with  the  said  John  Wood  the  detestable,  abominable,  and 
horrid  crime  aforesaid,  against  the  form  of,  &c. 

*'  The  facts  proved  were,  that  the  prisoner  induced  John 
Wood,  a  boy  ttcehe  years  of  age,  to  have  carnal  knowledge 
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1849.       of  his  person,  the  prisoner  having  been  the  pathio  in  the 

rbo.  v.      crime. 

^^'^^'  «<  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  I  had  doubt 

whether  the  facts  supported  either  count,  for  reason  which 

wiU  be  obvious. 

"  I  request  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  on  the  case. 

"  E.  M.  EOLFE." 

The  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel. 
Lord  Denman,  G.  J. — ^We  are  aU  of  opinion  that  the 
conviction  is  good. 

See  12  Bep.  36 ;  1  Hawk.  c.  4 ;  9  Geo.  IV.  o.  31,  b.  18 ;  and  aee  anie^ 
p.  54,  note  (<;). 
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Beo.  t?.  Sarah  Waters. 

C<ise  stated  by  the  Honourable  Baron  Bolfe. 

MUEDEE. 

''  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me,  at  the  last  Deoem- 
ber  SefiSLon  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  on  a  oharge  of 
murder. 

^  The  first  oount  of  the  indictment  charged  that  the  pri- 


1849. 

Saturday^ 


Boner,  *  in  and  upon  a  certain  infant  female  child,  bom  of       J^*^-  ^- 
the  body  of  her  the  said  Sarah  Waters,  and  of  tender  age,  to  An  indictment 
Wit,  of  about  the  age  of  two  days,  and  not  named,  feloniously  (qy.  not  pre- 
and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault,'  and  it  death  of  an 
then  went  on  to  charge  that  she  caused  the  duld  to  take  by  amero imm- 
poison,  and  so  murdered  her.  oaT^y  stS^" 

"  The  seoond  count  of  the  indictment  was  as  follows : —  ^*o?inca- 
**  *  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  ^^of  th^* 
do  fttrther  present  that  the  said  Sarah  Waters  afterwards,  "^^^ 
to  wit,  on  the  day  aforesaid,  and  in  the  year  aforesaid,  with  "  r^'wi.  xv 
force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore-  desonbing  it  aa 

,     ,  ,  an  infant  child, 

said,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  in  and  of  tender  yeart, 

18  sufficient. 

upon  the  said  infant  female  child,  so  bom  of  the  body  of  her     But  an  in- 
the  said  Sarah  Waters,  and  not  named  as  aforesaid,  in  the  causing  the 
peace  of  God,  and  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  then  and  there  infant  chud  by 
being,  feloniously  and  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  afore-  L'a^tingan^ 
thought,  did  make  an  assault ;    cmd  that  she,  the  said  ^^^l^^"* 
Sarah  Waters,  with  both  her  hands,  the  said  infant  female  ^^^JSI^* 
child  in  and  upon  a  certain  heap  of  dust  and  ashes,  there  f^^tl^ttiout 
dtuate  and  being  in  the  open  air,  there  feloniously  and  anyBtatemmt 
wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  cast  and  throw ;  ^  ^^^ 
And  that  the  said  Sarah  Waters  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  traced  to  that 

act* 

of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  then  and  there  leave  the     ''Not  nam- 
ed," when 
oonsiflient  with  the  .fact,  is  a  sufficient   description  in   such   an   indictment — aliUr^  not 
baptised. 
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1849.       said  infant  female  child  in  and  upon  the  said  heap  of  dust 
Rxo.  9.       and  ashes  in  the  open  air,  there,  as  aforesaid,  exposed  to 
the  cold  air  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  spaoe  of 
twelve  hours,  by  means  of  which  said  exposure  to  the  cold 
air,  as  aforesaid,  the  said  infant  femcde  child  became  mor- 
tally chilled,  benumbed,  and  frozen  in  her  body ;  of  which 
said  exposure  to  the  cold  air  and  of  the  mortal  chilling,  be- 
numbing, and  freezing  in  her  body,  thereby  occasioned, 
the  said  infant  female  child  then  and  there  died.    And  so 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that 
the  said  Sarah  Waters  the  said  infant  female  child  in  man* 
ner  and  form  last  aforesaid  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her 
malice  aforethought,  did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of 
our  said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown,  and  dignity.' 

*'  The  prisoner  was  also  charged  on  the  Coroner's  inqui- 
sition, which  charged — 

**  *  That  Sarah  Waters,  late  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mazy, 
Whitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  21st  day  of 
November,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  last  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  said  female  child  from  her  body, 
by  the  providence  of  God,  did  bring  forth  alive ;  and  that 
the  said  Sarah  Waters,  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before 
her  eyes  but  being  moved  and  seduced  by  the  instigation  of 
the  devil,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd  day  of  November, 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  said  parish  of  St.  George, 
Hanover  Square,  in  the  said  liberty,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Central  Criminal 
Court,  in  and  upon  the  said  female  child  so  alive,  and  in  the 
peace  of  God  and  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  then  and  there 
being,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought 
did  make  an  assault ;  and  that  the  said  Sarah  Waters  the 
said  female  child,  so  being  alive  then  and  there,  did  take 
and  cany  to  a  certain  dunghole  in  a  certain  mews  there  si- 
tuate, and  the  said  f  emcde  child,  so  being  alive,  then  and 
there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought  in 
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the  said  danghole  did  hide,  secrete,  and  oonoeal ;  and  the  said  1849. 
female  child,  so  being  alive  and  so  being  hidden,  secreted,  Bxa.v. 
and  concealed,  she,  the  said  Sarah  Waters,  then  and  there  Watma, 
feloniously,  wiLfolly,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did 
desert  and  leave  exposed  to  the  inclemency  of  the  weather; 
and  the  said  female  child  so  being  alive,  and  so  being 
hidden,  secreted,  and  concealed,  to  nourish,  sustain,  and 
support,  she,  the  said  Sarah  Waters,  feloniously,  wilfully, 
and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  then  and  there  wholly 
neglect  and  refuse.  By  means  of  which  said  hiding,  se- 
oreting,  concealing  and  deserting,  and  leaving  exposed  to 
the  inclemency  of  the  weather,  of  the  said  female  child  by 
the  said  Sarah  Waters,  and  also  by  reason  of  the  said  neg- 
lect and  refusal  of  the  said  Sarah  Waters  the  said  female 
ohild  to  nourish,  sustain,  and  support,  the  said  femcde 
child  then  and  there  instantly  died.  And  so  the  jurors 
aforesaid^  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  do  say,  that  the  said 
Sarah  Waters,  her,  the  said  female  child,  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  afore- 
thought, did  kill  and  murder,  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
lady  the  Queen,  her  crown,  and  dignity/ 

*' At  the  trial,  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  man- 
slaughter on  the  second  count  only  of  the  indictment,  and 
also  on  the  Coroner's  inquisition. 

^'A  motion  was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the 
ground  that  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  states  no 
crime.  The  age  being  laid  under  a  videlicet,  it  is  consist- 
ent with  all  which  is  stated  in  the  count  that  the  child 
might  be  of  the  age  of  twenty  years,  and  capable  of  taking 
care  of  herself,  and  so  able  to  have  prevented  the  ill  effects 
of  the  exposure  which  is  the  sole  cause  of  death  alleged. 

'^  I  thought  the  objection  good,  and  I  did  not  think  it  safe 
to  rely  on  the  Coroner's  inquisition,  because  the  name  of  the 
child  is  not  there  stated,  nor  any  reason  given  for  its  omis- 
sion ;  and,  even  in  the  indictment,  it  seems  to  me  doubtful 
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1849.       whether  the  statement,  that  the  child  had  not  been  named 
jiEa.v.      is  sufficient  to  dispense  with  the  statement  of  its  name,  for 
Watbbs.      ^^^  constat  that  it  might  not  have  acquired  a  name  by 
reputation. 

^^  As  to  the  necessity  of  stating  the  name,  see  Beg,  y. 
Siasy  2  Moo.  93,  and  Reg.  v.  Strati,  2  Moo.  270. 

"  I  have  to  request  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  whether 
either  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  or  the  Coro- 
ner's inquisition  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  judgment  for 
manslaughter." 

Clerk,  for  the  prosecution. — The  second  count  of  the 
indictment  stated,  that  the  prisoner  in  and  upon  the  said 
infant  f emcde  child,  made  an  assault,  and  placed  her  upon  a 
heap  of  ashes,  and  left  her  there,  by  which  means  her  death 
was  occasioned.  The  question  is,  first,  whether  there  is  a 
sufficient  description  of  the  child;  secondly,  whether  the 
cause  of  death  is  sufficiently  stated.  The  cases  referred  to. 
Beg.  V.  JBt88  and  Beg.  v.  Stroud,  did  not  decide  this  case. 
\_Lord  Denmarij  0.  J. — None  of  us  doubt  as  to  the  name ; 
but  you  had  better  argue  the  whole  case.]  With  regard  to 
the  age,  by  the  first  count  it  is  stated,  that  the  child  was  of 
tender  years,  to  wit,  the  age  of  two  days,  and  that  it  was 
bom  of  the  body  of  Sarah  Waters ;  the  second  count  then 
refers  to  the  said  infant  female  child  so  bom  of  the  body  of 
the  said  Sarah  Waters,  that  is,  bom  two  days.  It  is  not 
like  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Martin  (a),  where  the  reference  to 
the  first  count  was  simply,  **  the  said  E.  B."  without  a 
statement  of  any  age.  [^Coleridge,  J. — So  bom,  means 
merely  bom  of  the  body  of  Sarah  Waters.]  But  the  age 
of  the  child  was  immateritd  if  the  act  charged  was  of  such 
a  nature  that  death  was  likely  to  ensue.  Here  an  indict- 
able offence  was  charged  in  the  second  count  of  the  in- 
dictment, because  it  charged  an  offence  to  have  been  com- 
mitted which  caused  death.     \Alderson,  B. — ^The  death  is 

.  (a)  9  C.  &  P.  216. 
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oansed  bj  two  acts,  throwing  the  child  upon  the  ashes,       1849. 
and,  leaving  her  there.    If  a  person,  twenty  years  of  age,  * 


_  ,  Reg.  v. 

were  thrown  down  and  left,  the  throwing  down  would  be      w^tebs. 

unlawful,  not  so  the  leaving ;  but  it  is  otherwise  to  throw 

down  and  leave  a  child  of  tender  years.]     Upon  the 

Coroner's  inquisition  the  day  of  the  birth  is  stated,  so  that 

the  age  necessarily  appears.    In  Beg,  v.  WUUb  {a),  which 

was  an  indictment  against  a  single  woman  for  a  like  offence, 

the  conviction  was  held  good ;  although  it  was  objected, 

that  the  indictment  neither  stated  the  name  of  the  child, 

nor  ihat  its  name  was  to  the  jurors  imknown,  nor  that  it 

had  no  name.     [Coleridge^  J. — ^In  the  copy  of  the  inqui-  .     . 

sition,  as  set  out  in  this  case,  it  is  not  charged  that  the 

woman  was  a  single  woman,  and  therefore  it  does  not 

appear  that  it  was,  as  in  Willises  case,  an  illegitimate  child.] 

It  certainly  does  not  so  appear  upon  the  case  submitted, 

but  it  was  so  stated  in  the  indictment.      [Lord  Denmany 

O.  J. — I  do  not  know  that  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the 

ehnd  had  no  name.]     In  Rex  v.  Biss^  the  child  was  bom 

in  lawful  wedlock,  and  therefore  must  have  had  a  name. 

[Aldersany  B. — Has  a  child  bom  in  wedlock  necessarily  a 

name  P  The  surname  of  the  ancestor  has  not  been  from  all 

times  adopted.]    It  is  laid  down  in  Coke  (6),  that  the  child 

(when  bom  in  wedlock)  takes  the  cognomen  of  the  father, 

(he  agnomen  is  taken  afterwards.    In  this  case,  the  child 

having  no  name  by  which  it  could  have  been  desoibed,  the 

indictment  was  sufficient. 

Cur.  ad.  vult. 

(a)  1  G.  &  E.  722. 

(^)  QiMPfv,  6  Bep.  65  a,  "  Gognoman  majoram  est  ez  sangnine  traotnm, 
hoe  intnnseo^  est,  agnomen  eztrinfleo'  ab  eventa."  This  appeals  to  be 
meralj  ezpliuiatoxy. 

The  Komanw  had  two,  three,  four,  or  more  names.  1.  The  Pranomen, 
answering,  for  secidar  purposes,  to  our  Ghristian  name.  2.  The  nomen  or 
gentile  name  (that  of  their  gens) ;  no  Roman  was  without  this  name.  3.  The 
eojfnomdn  or  family  name.  4.  The  agnom^Hf  or  name  of  honour.  Gene- 
rally &e  women  had  not  a  prsnomen ,  but  added  after  the  family  name,  prima, 
seconda^  &c.,  or  if  but  two,  major  and  minor. 
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1849.  Parke,  B.,  subsequently  (a)  delivered  the  judgment  of 

rbo.  «;.  the  Court,  as  follows : — ^If  the  second  count  of  the  indiot- 
Watbbs.  ment  had  charged  the  prisoner  with  causing  the  death  of 
the  deceased  by  a  mere  nonfeasance,  the  neglect  of  her 
maternal  duty  towards  her  child,  it  would  have  been  bad ; 
because  the  indictment  ought  to  have  stated  the  child  to 
have  been  of  such  an  age,  or  in  such  a  situation  as  to  be 
unable  to  take  care  of  itself.  Supposing  an  averment,  that 
the  child  was  of  tender  years,  would  have  imported  such  an 
inability ;  there  is  no  averment  in  this  count  that  the  child 
was  of  tender  years,  for  the  reference,  in  the  commence- 
ment  of  it,  to  the  first  count,  does  not  import  that  descrip- 
tion. It  contains  no  more  than  an  averment,  that  the  child 
was  an  infant  female,  bom  of  the  prisoner's  body,  and  not 
named.  (See  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  JReg.  y. 
Marttny  6  0.  &  P.  217.) 

But  this  count  charged  the  prisoner  with  a  misfeasance, 
a  wrongful  act  in  assaulting  the  child,  and  casting  and  throw- 
ing her  on  a  dust  heap ;  and  if  the  death  of  the  child  is 
traced  to  this  act,  the  offence  of  manslaughter  is  complete. 

Is  it  then  traced  to  this  wrongful  act  ? 

It  is  alleged,  that  the  prisoner  having  cast  and  thrown 
the  deceased  on  the  heap  of  dust,  left  her  there ;  that  is, 
permitted  her  to  continue  there,  exposed  to  the  cold  air,  by 
means  of  which  exposure  she  was  benumbed  and  died. 

The  exposure,  therefore,  is  charged  against  the  prisoner, 
and  the  death  is  attributed  to  the  exposure. 

It  is  not  expressly  averred  in  this  case,  that  the  child 
was  of  such  tender  years,  or  so  feeble  that  she  could  not 
walk  away  and  take  care  of  herself ;  but  that  is  implied,  for 
if  she  had  been  sufficiently  old,  or  strong  to  do  so,  the  death 
would  not  have  arisen  from  the  exposure  by  the  prisoner, 
but  from  the  act  of  the  child  in  not  walking  away  and 
taking  care  of  herself. 

(a)  January  30. 


Watbbs. 
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Thus,  it  18  established,  that  if,  in  an  action  on  the  ease,  1849. 
a  neglect  is  charged  against  the  defendant,  by  reeison  eboT^ 
whereof  the  plaintifE  had  sustained  damage,  the  question, 
whether  the  plaintiff  could  have  avoided  that  damage,  by 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  is  always  open  on  not  guilty; 
and  after  verdict,  it  is  presumed  that  the  jury  have  found 
the  fact  of  the  neglect,  and  also  found  that  the  consequen* 
tial  damage  was  not  caused  by  the  want  of  ordinary  care 
in  the  plaintiff.  {Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  Railioay  Com- 
pany^ 3  M.  &  W.  248;  Goldthorpe  v.  Hardmany  13  M. 
&  W-  377,  and  14  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Ex.  61.)  In  this  case,  the 
jniy  could  not  have  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  without 
aotoally  negativing  the  power  of  the  child  to  take  care  of 
herself,  and  escape  the  consequences  of  the  unlawful  act  of 
the  prisoner;  and,  consequently,  after  verdict,  that  fact 
most  be  implied.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  count  is 
good  in  this  respect. 

A  doubt  occurred  to  the  learned  Judge,  whether  the  de- 
scription of  the  child,  as  being  *'  not  named,"  was  sufficient. 
"Not  baptized,"  would  not  have  been  enough,  but  "not 
named,  **  which  means  that  she  had  acquired  no  name,  either 
\fj  baptism  or  usage,  appears  to  be  quite  sufficient. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

In  the  primitive  state  of  society,  the  nsage  was  nndonbtedl j  to  name 
each  man  by  a  single  word  (aa  in  Britain,  Caractaens,  &c.) ;  hence  it  is  evi- 
dent  tiiai  the  son's  name  mnst  have  been  different  from  the  father's.  Note  the 
Hebrew  genealogies.  With  the  Saxons,  the  primitive  system  was  prevalent  np 
to,  and  dumg  the  whole  period  when  the  descendants  of  Hengist  had  supreme 
anthoriiy  in  this  island ;  for  instance,  Harold,  Gurih,  Alfred,  Ulf.  Passmg 
on  to  much  later  times,  we  find  in  Camden's  Remains  concerning  Britain,  an 
instsnee  of  the  descendants  of  one  Brereton  assuming  a  great  variety  of  sur- 
Bamss.  (See  Ed.  1637,  p.  141.)  The  present  practice,  however,  became  some- 
what generally  established  about  the  middle  of  the  fourteenth  century ;  since 
when  the  somame  has  been  generally  used  to  distinguish  the  stock  or  root  (the 
itfiriM)  to  which  eadi  individutd  belongs.  It  is  a  mere  name  of  reputation, 
Sadi  name,  it  seems,  may  be  altered,  legally  and  effectually,  at  the  will  of  the 
paitj  bening  it;  and  a  sabaequently  assumed  name,  when  it  becomes  the 
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1849.         name  by  whicli  the  individual  is  gencirally  known  and  addressed  (not  by  one 

or  two  persons  only,  see  however  Beff.  v.  JBvantf  8  C.  &  P.  766),  is  appa- 

£^^'  ^*         rently  as  available  as  the  original  name  in  all  legal  proceedings  (3  M.  & 
'^™^^       S.  453;  Com.  Dig.  "Abatement,'*  E.  19;  and  see  Luscombe  v.  Totes,  6 
B.  &  A.  644 ;    Daviet  v.  Zowndet,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  697).     "  A  bastard  is 
terminut  a  quo^  he  is  the  first  of  his  family,  for  he  has  no  relation  of  which 
the  law  takes  any  notioe  '*  (3  Salk.  66)  ;  and  although  illegitimate  childreii 
may  aoqnire  the  reputation  of  ohildren,  so  as  to  take  under  a  will  by  the 
description  of  the  ohildren  of  their  reputed  father  (6  Bep.  66  a) ;  yet  an  ille- 
gitimate child  cannot  be  described  by  the  name  of  the  fother,  if  it  has  not 
been  so  christened,  or  obtained  the  name  by  reputation  (JRex  v.  Clark,  Buss. 
&  By.  C.  C.  B.  368 ;  Beg  v.  £vant,  8  G.  &  P.  766 ;  JRex  v.  Smith,  1  M.  O.  C. 
402;  Bex.  v.  Wateri,  7  C.  &  P.  260).    But  the  more  important  name,  that 
which  is  used  in  all  the  more  solemn  acts  of  life,  is  the  name  given  at  bap- 
tism, the  Christian  name :  it  is  that  which  is  properly  the  name,  and  not  the 
surname.    Thus  a  man  cannot  have  two  Christian  names  at  one  and  the  same 
time  {£van9  v.  King,  Willes,  556 ;  Co.  Lit.  3  0),  as  John  alias  James  (Rex  v. 
Newman,  1  Ld.  Baym.  662) ;  yet  he  may  be  christened  by  several  names,  as 
John  James  William,  the  whole  forming  but  one  Christian  name  (Seott 
▼.  Scans,  3  East,  111 ;  and  see  Walker  and  Co,  v.  Farhins,  2  D.  &  L.  982). 
It  is  said  that  if  a  man  be  baptized  by  one  name,  and  confirmed  by  another, 
he  shall  be  named  in  actions  according  to  the  confirmation,  and  not  according 
to  the  Christian  name  (Yin.  Ab.  Nosmee  (a),  see  Co.  Lit.  3  a ;  Th.  D.  lib.  iii* 
c  1,  s.  7) ;  but,  "  Since  the  Beformation  a  party  cannot  take  a  second  Christian 
name  at  confirmation.    That  coxdd  only  be  done  in  Boman  Catholic  times. 
In  the  reformed  church,  it  is  true,  the  bishop  lays  hands  on  the  person  to  be 
confirmed,  but  he  does  not  give  him  any  additional  name*'  (Per  Farke,  B., 
in  Williams  v.  Briant,  7  Dowl.  606).    Ajid  it  appears  that  it  suffices  if  the 
proper  or  Christian  name  be  joined  with  a  sufficient  description  of  the  person, 
as  A.,  the  son  of  B.  (Com.  Dig. ''  Abatement,"  F.  18) ;  or  vrithaname  of  dig- 
nity {lb.)  Yet  a  man  may  have  divers  surnames  at  divers  times  (Co.  Lit.  3  a) ; 
so  lie  may  be  described  by  a  second  surname  if  it  be  laid  under  an  alieu,  for  a 
man  may  be  known  by  two  surnames  (Com.  Dig.  "  Abatement,**  F.  18 ;  and 
see  3  Sfdk.  238).    Thus  he  may  be  indicted  or  described  as  Bichard  Wilson 
alias  Bichard  Sayer  (Arch.  C.  PL  27)  ;  but  Bichard  Wilson  alias  John  Wilson 
woxdd  be  bad.  ^ 

Names  of  persons  not  christened  are  surnames  only  (Ld.  Baym.  306) ;  qy. 
the  name  of  a  Jew  received  at  circumcision. 

It  is  said  that  a  title  of  dignity  is  part  of  the  name  of  the  person  who  has  it 
as  much  as  a  Christian  name  (Ld.  Baym.  303,  869) ;  not  so  the  state  of  an 
esquire  or  gentleman  (2  Inst.  694) ;  a  man,  however,  cannot  acquire  a  name  of 
honour  by  reputation,  since  honour  is  conferred  by  none  but  by  the  Crown 
(Ld.  Baym.  304),  although  in  former  times  some  titles  were  conferred  by  great 
lords,  but  this  was  supposed  to  have  been  by  virtue  of  a  charter  {lb.  304) ;  but 
a  name  of  dignity  may  be  supported  by  reputation,  where  there  is  a  foundation 
for  it,  as  when  a  grant  is  made  to  the  eldest  son  of  an  earl  by  the  name  of 
viscount  of  such  a  place  {lb.  304).  A  peer  of  the  realm,  e.  g.  an  earl,  must 
sue  by  his  name  of  baptism,  as  an  earl  (Th.  D.  Ub.  iii.  c.  1,  s.  6).  A  religious 
man  professed,  by  his  name  of  dignity  without  his  Christian  name ;  as  an  abbot 
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{li.;  flee  Co.  Lit.  3  a).    "In  pleading,  the  proper  name  of  a  dean  mnst  be         1849. 
shewed,"  for  dean,  archdeacon,  and  prsecentor  axe  not  names  of  dignity  (Com. 


Dig.  "Abatement,"  F.  19).  Reg.  v. 

A  lower  degree  or  title  is  not  lost  in  a  higher  one,  but  both  stand  together ;  Watkbs. 
as,  if  a  knight  be  created  a  baronet,  he  remains  a  knight  still ;  but  if  an 
oquire,  which  is  no  name  of  dignity  (see Com.  Dig.  "Abatement,"  F.  19),  be 
made  a  knight,  the  degree  of  esquire  is  gone ;  and  the  party  cannot  be  so 
named  in  any  judicial  proceeding  (2  Inst.  594) ,  but  when  a  knight  and  baronet, 
be  must  be  so  styled  (Com.  Big.  "  Abatement,"  F.  19). 
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THE  TWELFTH  TEAB  OF  THE  BEIGN  OF  YICTOBIA. 
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Pollock,  0.  B.,  Ooltman,  J., 

Parke,  B.,  Bolfe,  B., 

Pattsson,  J.,  Cresswell,  J., 

Williams,  J. 


The  Queen  against  Thubboen. 
Case  reserved  by  the  Bight  Homurahle  Baron  Parke. 
LAECENT. 


1849. 


"  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  assizes  (a),       Monday, 
at  Huntingdon,  for  stealing  a  bank-note. 


The  prisoner 
found  a  bank- 
(a)  Summer  Assizes,  1848.  note  in  the  high 

road ;  at  that 
time,  he  had  no 
BMSiiB  of  disoorrering  the  owner,  nor  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  owner  knew  where  to  find 
it;  he  picked  it  np,  intending  to  appropria^  it  to  his  own  use ;  the  next  day  he  was  informed 
iB^  was  the  owner ;  he  afterwards  did  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use.    Held,  that  he  was  not 
ginUy  of  larceny. 

In  order  to  constitnie  the  crime  of  larceny,  there  must  be  (at  least)  a  taking  of  the  chattels 
of  another  animofurandL  and  against  the  will  of  the  owner. 

By  atnmofurandi  is  to  be  understood  the  intention  not  to  take  a  partial  or  temporary,  but 
&B  entire  dominion  over  the  chattels,  without  a  colour  of  right. 

The  dime  of  larceny  cannot  be  committed  unless  the  go^s  taken  api>ear  to  have  an  owner, 
and  the  party  tiJdng  must  know  or  bdieve  that  the  taking  is  against  the  will  of  that  owner. 

A  person  who  finds  goods  which  are  lost  may  convert  them  animo  fur.andi  under  some 
drenmatances,  so  as  not  to  be  guilty  of  larceny — as  in  the  taking  of  waif  and  treasure-trove, 
vldch  are  recJly  goods  without  an  owner— the  taker  would  not  be  guilty  of  larceny,  though  he 
took  originally  animo  fitrandi  ;  so,  when  a  person  finds  a  purse  in  the  highway,  and  takes  it 
nwmo  fin'andij  not  bong  presumed  to  know  the  owner,  nor  having  at  the  time  the  means  of 
diaoovering  him,  it  is  not  felony. 

To  prevent  the  taking  of  goods  from  being  larceny,  it  is  essential  that  they  should  be  taken 
under  such  circumstances  as  that  the  owner  would  be  reasonably  presumed  by  the  taker  to  have 
abandoned  them,  or  at  least,  not  to  know  where  to  find  them.  If  a  man,  therefore,  finds  goods 
that  have  been  actuallv  lost,  or  are  reasonably  supposed  by  him  to  have  been  lost,  and  appro- 
priates them  animo  juranaif  really  believing  when  he  takes  them  that  the  owner  cannot  be 
fonnd,  it  is  not  larceny ;  but,  if  he  reasonably  believes  that  the  owner  can  be  found,  it  is 
larceny. 
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1849.  "  He  found  the  note,  which  had  been  aooidentally  dropped 

^Eisa.v.  i^  ^®  1^^  TOBid.  There  was  no  name  or  mark  on  it  indi- 
cating who  was  the  owner,  nor  were  there  any  oircumstanoes 
attending  the  finding  whioh  would  enable  him  to  discover 
to  whom  the  note  belonged  when  he  picked  it  up ;  nor  had 
he  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  owner  knew  where  to  find 
it  again.  The  prisoner  meant  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own 
use  when  he  picked  it  up. 

*^  The  day  after,  and  before  he  had  disposed  of  it,  he  was 
informed  that  the  prosecutor  was  the  owner,  and  had 
dropped  it  accidentally.  He  then  changed  it,  and  appro- 
priated the  money  taken  to  his  own  use.  The  juiy  found 
that  he  had  reason  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  it  to  be  the 
prosecutor's  property  before  he  thus  changed  the  note. 

^^  I  directed  a  verdict  of  guiliy,  intimating  that  I  should 
reserve  the  case  for  further  consideration.  Upon  conferring 
with  my  brother  Maule,  it  seemed  to  us  that  the  original 
taking  was  not  felonious,  and  that  in  the  subsequent  disposal 
of  it  there  was  no  taking,  and  therefore  I  declined  to  pass 
sentence,  and  ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  discharged  on 
entering  into  his  own  recognizance  to  appear  when  called 
upon. 
^'  I  request  the  advice  of  the  Judges. 

«J.  Pakke." 

« 

No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side :  the  case  however 
being  one  of  considerable  importance  received  much  con- 
sideration from  the  Judges  above  named. 

Parke,  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  (a)  as 
follows : — "  In  order  to  constitute  the  crime  of  larceny, 
there  must  be  a  taking  of  the  chattel  of  another  anitno 
furandiy  and  against  the  wiU  of  the  owner.  This  is  not 
the  full  definition  of  larceny,  but  so  much  only  of  it  as  is 
necessary  to  be  referred  to  for  the  present  purpose.    By 

{a)  On  30th  Apxil,  1849. 
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the  term  animo  furandi  is  to  be  understood  the  inten-*       1849. 

tion  to  take,  not  a  partial  or  temporary,  but  the  entire       r^^Tv! 

dominion  over  the  chattel  without  a  colour  of  right.    As    Tkuebobk. 

the  rale  of  law  founded  on  justice  and  reason  ia,  that,  actus 

wm  faeit  reum  nisi  mens  sit  rea^  the  guilt  of  the  accused 

must  depend  on  the  circumstances  as  they  appear  to  him ; 

and  &B  crime  of  larceny  cannot  be  committed  unless  the 

goods  taken  appear  to  have  an  owner,  and  the  party  taking 

must  know  or  belieye  that  the  taking  is  against  the  will  of 

that  owner. 

''In  the  earliest  times  it  was  held,  that  chattels  which 
were  apparently  without  an  owner,  nullius  in  bonis,  could 
not  be  the  subject  of  larceny.  Staunforde,  one  of  the 
oldest  authorities  on  oriminal  law,  who  was  a  Judge  in  the 

•  

leign  of  Philip  and  Mary,  says  (B.  I.  Ch.  16),  *  Treasure- 
troye,  wreck  of  the  sea,  waif  or  stray,  taken  and  carried 
away,  is  not  felony.  Quia  dominus  rerum  non  apparet, 
ideo  eujus  sunt  incertum  est*  For  this  he  quotes  Fitz. 
Abr.  tit.  Coron.  187,  265  (a).  These  passages  are  taken 
from  22  Ass.  pi.  99, 22  Edw.  III.,  and  mention  only '  Trea- 
soie  Trove,'  *  Wreck,'  and  ^Waif.'  And  Fitzherbert 
flays  the  pnmshment  for  taking  such  is  not  the  loss  of  life 
or  limb.  The  passage  in  3  Inst.  108,  goes  beyond  this. 
Lord  Coke  mentions  three  circumstances  as  material  in 
kroeny — *  First,  the  taking  must  be  felonious,  which  he 
explains;  secondly,  it  must  be  an  actual  taking,  which  he 
also  explains ;  and,  thirdly,  it  is  not  by  trover  or  finding.' 
He  then  proceeds  as  follows : — '  If  one  lose  his  goods  and 
another  find  them,  though  he  convert  them  animo  furandi 
to  Ins  own  use,  it  is  not  larceny,  for  the  first  taking  is 
lawful  So  if  one  find  treasure-trove,  or  waif,  or  stray 
(here  wreok  is  omitted  and  stray  introduced),  and  convert 
&6m  ut  supra,  it  is  no  larceny,  both  in  respect  of  the  find- 
ing, and  that  domimts  rerum  non  apparet.^      The  only 

(»)  Fol.  263. 

g2 
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1849.      authority  given  is  that  before  mentioned,  22  Ass.  pL  99, 

BBo.r.  Fitz.  Abr.  Ooron.  265,  22  Edw.  HI. 
Thubbobn.  a  jq-Q^  treasure-trove  and  waif  seem  to  be  subject  to  a 
different  consideration  from  goods  lost.  Treasure-trove  is 
properly  money  supposed  to  have  been  hid  by  some  owner 
since  deceased,  the  secret  of  the  deposit  having  perished^ 
and  therefore  belongs  to  the  crown:  as  to  a  waif,  the 
original  owner  loses  his  right  to  the  property  by  neglecting 
to  pursue  the  thief.  The  very  circumstances  under  which 
these  are  assumed  to  have  been  taken  and  converted  show 
that  they  could  not  be  taken  from  any  one,  there  being  no 
owner.  Wreck  and  stray  are  not  exactly  on  the  same 
footing  as  treasure-trove  and  waif.  Wreck  is  not  properly 
so  called  if  the  real  owner  is  known ;  and  it  is  not  forfeited 
until  after  a  year  and  a  day.  The  word  '  estray '  is  used 
in  the  books  in  different  senses,  as  may  be  seen  in  Com. 
Dig.  *  Waife '  (F),  where  it  is  used  in  the  sense  of  cattle 
forfeited  after  being  in  a  manor  one  year  and  one  day  with- 
out challenge,  after  being  proclaimed,  when  the  property 
vests  in  the  crown,  or  its  grantee  of  estrays ;  and  also  of 
cattle  straying  in  the  manor  before  they  are  so  forfeited. 
Blaokstone  (2,  fol.  561,  Stephen's  edit.)  defines  estrays  to 
be  ^  such  valuable  animals  as  are  found  wandering  in  any 
manor  or  lordship,  and  no  man  knoweth  the  owner  of 
them,  in  which  case  the  law  gives  them  to  the  sovereign.' 

*^  In  the  passage  in  Staunforde  no  doubt  the  word  is  used, 
not  exclusively  in  the  former  sense,  but  generally  as  to  all 
stray  cattle  not  seized  by  the  lord.  Now  treasure-trove 
and  waif  properly  so  called  are  clearly  boTia  vacantia^ 
nulUtis  in  boniSy  and  but  for  the  prerogative  would  belong 
to  the  first  finder  absolutely.  Hcb  qum  nullim  in  bonis 
sunt  et  olim  fuerunt  inventoria  de  jure  naturali  Jam  effi- 
ciuntur  principia  de  jure  gentium.  (Bracton  (a). )  Wreck 
and  stray,  in  the  sense  we  ascribe  to  those  words,  are  not 

(a)  Lib.  i.  c.  12. 
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in  the  same  rituation,  for  the  right  of  the  owner  is  not  for-       1849. 
feited  until  the  end  of  a  yeax  and  a  day ;  but  Lord  Coke,      etoTp! 
in  Constables  case  (5  Eep.  108,  a),  treats  wreck  also  as    Thubboen. 
nullius  in  bonis^  and  estrays,  animalia  mgantia^  he  terms 
aacantia^  because  none  daims  their  property.    Wreck  and 
ectray  however  before  seizure  dosely  resemble  goods  lost, 
of  which  the  owner  has  not  the  actual  possession,  and  afford 
an  analogy  to  which  Lord  Coke  refers  in  the  passage  above 
cited. 

'^  Whether  Lord  Coke  means,  what  the  language  at  first 
sight  imports,  that  under  no  circumstances  could  the  taker 
of  goods  really  lost  and  found  be  guilty  of  larceny  is  not 
dear;  but  the  passage  is  a  complete  and  satisfactory 
authority,  that  a  person  who  finds  goods  which  are  lost 
may  convert  them  animofurandi  under  some  circumstances, 
60  as  not  to  be  guilty  of  larceny.  The  two  reasons  assigned 
by  him  are,  that  the  person  taking  haa  a  right  in  respect 
of  the  finding,  and  also  that  they  are  apparently  without  an 
owner.  Dominus  rerum  non  apparet^  an  owner,  or  the 
owner  does  not  appear. 

''  The  first  of  these  reasons  has  led  to  the  opinion  that  the 
real  meaning  of  Lord  Coke  was  not  that  every  finder  of  lost 
goods,  who  takes  animo  furandi^  is  not  gtdlty  of  felony ; 
but  that  if  one  finds  and  innocently  takes  possession,  mean- 
ing to  keep  for  the  real  owner,  and  afterwards  changes  his 
mind  and  converts  to  his  own  use,  he  is  not  a  felon  on  the 
principle  that  Lord  Coke  had  previously  laid  down,  that 
'  the  intent  to  steal  must  be  when  the  thing  stolen  cometh 
to  his  possession ; '  for  if  he  hath  the  possession  of  it  once 
lawfully,  though  he  hath  anitnum  furandi  afterwards,  and 
oarrieth  it  away  afterwards,  it  is  no  larceny;  and  Lord 
Coke  also  dtes  Glanville — ^  Furtum  nan  est  ubi  initium  habet 
detentumis  per  dominium  rei* 

^'  It  is  said  therof  ore  that  the  case  of  finding  is  an  instance 
of  this  beginning  with  lawful  title,  which  consequently 
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1849.       oonnot  beoome  a  felony  by  subsequent  eonyersion ;  but  if  it 
Bso.v,      be  originally  taken,  not  for  the  trae  owner  but  with  intent 
^^^^'^^^^    to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use,  it  is  a  felony ;  and  of  this 
opinion  the  GommissionerB  for  the  Amendment  of  the  Cri- 
minal Law  appear  to  have  been,  as  stated  in  their  first 
report. 

<<  This  opinion  appears  not  to  be  well  founded,  for  Lord 
Coke  puts  the  case  of  lost  goods  on  the  same  footing  as 
waif  and  treasure-trove,  which  are  really  bona  vacantia^ 
goods  without  an  owner,  and  with  respect  to  which,  we 
apprehend  that  a  person  would  not  be  guiliy  of  larceny, 
though  he  took  originally  animo  farandi^  that  is,  with  the 
intent  not  to  take  a  partial  or  temporary  possession,  but 
to  usurp  the  entire  dominion  over  them ;  and  the  previous 
observations  have  reference  to  cases  in  which  the  origi- 
nal  possession  of  the  chattel  stolen  is  with  the  consent  of, 
or  by  contract  with,  the  owner.  But  any  doubt  on  this 
question  is  removed  by  what  is  said  by  Lord  Hale  (1  P.  C. 
606) :  ^'  If  A.  find  the  purse  of  B.  in  the  highway  and  take 
it  and  carry  it  away,  and  hath  all  the  circumstances  that 
may  prove  it  to  be  done  animo  furandij  as  denying  it  or 
secreting  it,  yet  it  is  not  felony." 

''The  like  in  case  of  taking  of  a  wreck  or  treasure-trove 
(citing  22  Ass.  99),  or  a  waif  or  stray.  Lord  Coke  dearly 
considers,  that  if  lost  goods  are  taken  originally  animo 
furandi  in  the  sense  above-mentioned,  the  taker  is  not  a 
felon ;  and  wheh  it  is  considered  that  by  the  common  law, 
larceny  to  the  value  of  above  twelvepence  was  punishable 
by  death,  and  that  the  quality  of  the  act  in  taking  animo 
Jurandi  goods  from  the  possession  of  the  owner,  differs  from 
that  of  taking  them,  when  no  longer  in  his  possession,  and 
quasi  derelictumy  its  injurious  effect  on  the  interests  of 
society  (the  true  ground  for  the  punishment  of  crimes),  it 
is  not  surprising  that  such  a  rule  should  be  established,  and 
it  is  founded  on  strict  justice :  for  the  cases  of  abstraction 
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of  lost  property,— of  rare  ooourrence  when  oompaxed  with  1849. 
tiid  frequent  Tiolations  of  property,  in  the  possession  of  an  -r^,^, 
owner, — there  waa  no  need  of  so  severe  a  sanative,  and  the  ^'^^^^"*^^- 
ciyil  remedy  might  be  deemed  amply  sufficient.  Hawkins, 
(b.  i.  qL  33,  seot.  4,)  says,  ^  Our  law,  whioh  pnnifihes  all 
theft  with  death,  if  the  thing  stolen  be  above  the  value  of 
twehrepenee,  and  with  corporal  punishment  if  under,  rather 
chooses  to  deal  with  them  as  civil  than  criminal  ofienoes, 
perhaps  for  this  reason,  in  the  above-mentioned  case,  con« 
oeming  goods  lost,  because  the  party  is  not  much  aggrieved, 
where  nothing  is  taken  but  what  he  had  lost  before.'  It 
oannot  indeed  be  doubted,  that  if  at  this  day  the  punish- 
ment of  death  was  assigned  to  larceny,  and  usually  carried 
into  effect,  the  appropriation  of  lost  goods  would  never  have 
been  held  to  constitute  that  offence ;  and  it  is  certain  that 
the  alteration  of  punishment  cannot  alter  the  definition  of 
the  offenoe. 

"  To  prevent  however  the  taking  of  goods  from  being 
larceny,  it  is  essential  that  they  should  be  presumably  lost; 
that  is,  tibat  they  should  be  taken  in  such  a  place  and  under 
such  Giroomstances,  as  that  the  owner  would  be  reasonably 
presomed  by  the  taker  to  have  abandoned  them,  or  at  least 
not  to  know  where  to  find  them.    Therefore,  if  a  horse  is 
fomid  feeding  on  an  open  common,  or  on  the  side  of  a  public 
road,  or  a  watch  found  apparently  hidden  in  a  hay-stack, 
the  taking  of  these  would  be  larceny,  because  the  taker  had 
DO  light  to  presume,  that  the  owner  did  not  know  where 
to  find  them,  and  consequently,  had  no  right  to  treat  them 
88  lost  goods.    In  the  present  case  there  is  no  doubt  that 
the  bank  note  was  lost ;  the  owner  did  not  know  where  to 
find  it ;  the  prisoner  reasonably  believed  it  to  be  lost — he 
had  no  reason  to  know  to  whom  it  belonged,  and  therefore 
though  he  took  it  with  the  intent  not  of  taking  a  partial  or 
temporary,  but  the  entire  dominion  over  it,  the  act  of 
taking  did  not  in  our  opinion,  constitute  the  crime  of  lar- 
ceny.   Whether  the  subsequent  appropriation  to  his  own 
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1849.       use  by  ohanging  it,  with  the  knowledge  at  that  time  tha6 
Bxa.v.      it  belonged  to  the  prosecutor,  does  amount  to  that  dime, 
'^^'^^'    will  be  afterwards  considered. 

**  It  appears,  however,  that  goods  which  do  fall  within  the 
category  of  lost  goods,  and  which  the  taker  justly  belieyes 
to  have  been  lost,  may  be  taken  and  converted,  so  as  to 
constitute  the  crime  of  larceny,  when  the  party  finding  may 
be  presumed  to  know  the  owner  of  them,  or  there  is  any 
mark  upon  them,  presumably  known  by  him,  by  which  the 
owner  can  be  ascertained.  Whether  this  is  a  qualification 
introduced  in  modem  times,  or  which  always  existed,  we 
need  not  determine.  It  may  have  proceeded  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  reason  of  the  old  rule.  Quia  Dominm  rerutn 
non  apparet  idea  cujm  sunt  incertum  est;  and  the  rule  is  held 
not  to  apply  when  it  is  certain  who  is  the  owner:  but  the  au* 
thorities  are  many,  and  we  believe  this  qualification  has  been 
so  generally  adopted  in  practice,  that  we  must  therefore 
consider  it  to  be  established  law.  There  are  many  reported 
cases  on  this  subject.  Some  where  the  owner  of  the  goods 
maybe  presumed  to  be  known,  from  the  circumstances 
under  which  they  are  found.  Amongst  these  are  men- 
tioned the  cases  of  articles  left  in  hackney-coaches  by  pas- 
sengers, which  the  coachman  appropriated  to  his  own  tise, 
or  a  pocket-book  found  in  a  coat  sent  to  a  tailor  to  be  re- 
paired, and  abstracted  and  opened  by  him.  In  these  caaes 
the  appropriation  has  been  held  to  be  larceny.  Perhaps 
these  cases  might  be  classed  amongst  those  in  which  the 
taker  is  not  justified  in  concluding  that  the  goods  were 
lost;  because  there  is  littie  doubt  he  must  have  believed, 
that  the  owner  would  know  where  to  find  them  again,  and 
he  had  no  pretence  to  consider  them  abandoned,  or  dere- 
lict. {Lamb's  case^  2  East,  P.  0.  16,  699—664 ;  Wynne^s 
casey  Lea.  460;  8ear's  case,  tJ.  463,  n.  (a).)  Some  cases 
appear  to  have  been  decided  on  the  ground  of   bail** 

(a)  These  ref  erencee  apply  to  the  3rd  edit,  of  Leach :  in  last  edit.  mi. 
413-416,  n.  ^*^ 
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ment,  detennined  by  breaking  bulk^  which  would  con-      1849. 
fltitaie  [a  trespaas,  as  Wynne^s  case ;  but  it  seems  diffi-      etoTp! 
colt  to  apply  that  doctrine  which  belongs  to  bailment,    Thubbobh. 
wheone  a  special  property  is  acquired  by  contract,  to  any 
0088  of  goods,  merely  lost  and  found,  where  a  special  pro- 
perty is  acquired  by  finding.    The  appropriation  of  goods 
by  the  fijider  has  also  been  held  to  be  larceny,  where  the 
oiwner  could  be  found  out  by  some  mark  on  them,  as  in  the 
case  of  lost  notes,  cheques  or  bills,  with  the  owner's  name 
upon  them* 

^  This  subject  was  considered  in  the  case  of  Merry  v. 
43reen,  (7  M.  &  W.  623,)  in  which  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
acted  upon  the  authority  of  these  decisions ;  and  in  the 
argomemt  in  that  case  difficulties  were  suggested,  whether 
the  crime  of  larceny  could  be  committed  in  the  case  of  a 
marked  article,  a  cheque  for  instance,  with  the  name  of  the 
owner  on  it,  where  a  person  originally  took  it  up,  intending 
to  look  at  it|  and  see  who  was  the  owner,  and  then  as  soon 
as  he  knew  whose  it  was,  took  it,  animo  furandi;  as  in 
order  to  constitute  a  larceny  the  taking  must  be  a  trespass, 
and  it  was  asked,  when  in  such  a  case  the  trespass  was 
committed.  In  answer  to  that  inquiry  the  dictum  attri- 
buted to  me  in  the  report  was  used ;  that  in  sudi  acase  the 
trespass  must  be  taken  to  have  been  committed,  not  when 
he  took  it  up  to  look  at  it,  and  see  whose  it  was,  but  after- 
wards when  he  appropriated  it  to  his  own  use,  animo 
fisrandu 

'^  It  is  quite  a  mistake  to  suppose,  as  Mr.  Greaves  has 
done  (Vol.  n.  p.  14),  that  I  meant  to  lay  down  the  propo- 
sition in  the  general  terms  contained  in  the  extract  from 
the  report  of  the  case  in  7  M.  &  W.,  which  taken  alone, 
seems  to  be  applicable  to  every  case  of  finding  immarked 
as  well  as  marked  property.  It  was  meant  to  apply  to  the 
latter  only. 

*^  The  result  of  these  authorities  is  that  the  rule  of  law  on 
this  subject  seems  to  be,  that  if  aman  find  goods  that  have 


Teubbosh. 
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1849.  been  aotuallj  lost,  or  are  reasonably  supposed  by  him  to 
-req.v.  bave  been  lost^  and  appropriates  them,  with  intent  to  take 
the  entire  dominion*  over  them,  really  belieTing  when  he 
takes  them,  that  the  owner  cannot  be  found,  it  is  not 
laroeny.  But  if  he  take  them  with  the  like  intent,  though 
lost,  or  reasonably  supposed  to  be  lost,  but  reasonably 
beUeying  that  the  omier  can  he  found,  it  is  laxoeny. 

^^In  applying  this  rule,  as  indeed  in  the  application  of  all 
fixed  rules,  questions  of  some  nicety  may  arise,  but  it  will 
generally  be  ascertained  whether  the  person  accused  had 
reasonable  belief  that  the  owner  could  be  found,  by  eyidenoe 
of  his  previous  acquaintance  with  the  ownership  of  the  par- 
ticular chattel,  the  place  where  it  is  found,  or  the  nature  of 
the  mark  upon  it.  In  some  cases  it  would  be  apparent,  in 
others  appear  only  after  examination.  It  would  probably 
be  presumed  that  the  taker  would  examine  the  chattel  as 
an  honest  man  ought  to  do  at  the  time  of  taking  it,  and  if 
he  did  not  restore  it  to  the  owner  the  jury  might  conclude 
that  he  took  it  when  he  took  complete  possession  of  it 
animo  furandu  The  mere  taking  it  up  to  look  at  it,  would 
not  be  a  taking  possession  of  the  chattel. 

'^  To  apply  these  rules  to  the  present  case :  the  first 
taking  did  not  amount  to  laroeny,  because  the  note  was 
really  lost,  and  there  was  no  mark  on  it,  nor  other  circum- 
stance to  indicate  then  who  was  the  owner,  or  that  he  might 
be  found,  nor  any  evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  that 
would  arise  from  the  finding  of  the  note  as  proved,  that  he 
believed  the  owner  could  not  be  found,  and  therefore  the 
original  taking  was  not  felonious;  and  if  the  prisoner  had 
changed  the  note,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  it  before  notice 
of  the  title  of  the  real  owner,  he  clearly  would  not  have 
been  punishable,  but  after  the  prisoner  was  in  possession  of 
the  note  the  owner  became  known  to  him,  and  he  then 
appropriated  it  animo  furandiy  and  the  point  to  be  decided 
is  whether  that  was  a  felony. 

'*  Upon  this  question  we  have  felt  considei'able  doubt.    If 
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be  had  taken  the  ohattel  innooentljy  and  afterwards  appro-       1849. 
pnated  it  -without  knowledge  of  the  ownership  it  would  not      bxq.v. 
have  been  laxoeny,  nor  would  it,  we  think,  if  he  had  done  so    Thtoboiw. 
knowing  who  was  the  owner,  for  he  had  the  lawful  posses- 
sion in  both  oases,  and  the  conversion  would  not  have  been 
a  trespass  in  either.    But  here  the  original  taking  was  not 
innocent  in  one  sense,  and  the  question  is,  does  that  make 
a  diSerenoe  P    We  think  not,  it  was  dispunishable  as  we 
have  already  decided,  and  though  the  possession  was  accom- 
panied by  a  dishonest  intent,  it  was  still  a  lawful  possession, 
and  good  against  all  but  the  real  owner,  and  the  subsequent 
oonTersion  was  net  therefore  a  trespass  in  this  case,  more 
than  the  others,  and  consequently  no  larceny.    We,  there- 
fore, think  the  oonviction  was  wrong.'' 
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OOBAX 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  Wightman,  J., 

BoLFE,  B.,  Cresswell,  J., 

Platt,  B. 

IN  THE  EXCHEQUEB  OHAMBEB. 


The  Queen  against  John  Martin. 

VENUE. 

1849. 
Monday,  ^^  At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  of  our 

?L — 1—    Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  held  for  the  county  of  Dorset, 

er hM^b* Scon-  ^^  DorchesteT  in  the  said  county,  on  Tuesday  the  second 
qu(JStiJ>^f  faw  ^y  ^*  January,  1849,  upon  the  trial  of  the  indictment  here- 
Cbmt  Tnii  Lear  ^^^  annexed,  the  prisoners  George  Eades  and  Chaxles 
Counsel  for  the   Eadcs  wcrc  couvicted  on  the  fifth  count  of  the  indictment, 

prosecntion,  al-  ' 

though  no  one     and  the  prisoner  John  Martin  on  the  seventh  count  of  the 

appears  for  the  *  ,  •  . 

pnsoner.  said  indictment.    It  was  omected  m  arrest  of  ludirment  on 

The  words  of  jo 

the  Stat.  11  &  behalf  of  the  prisoner  Martin,  that  the  seventh  coynt  on 
i' V^Q^^in   which  he  was  convicted  was  had  on  the  face  thereof. 

may  arise  in  '^  1st.  For  total  want  of  VeUUC. 

SShlariq^V*      "2nd.  Or  for  wrong  venue. 

S^Sf  to'e        "  3rd-  Or  ^^  venue  so  deficient  and  imperfect  as  not  to 

Sf  ^"^l^*.  ^  o^d  by  statute. 

and  in  arrest  of 
jud^ent. 

Words  in  one  count  referring  to  another  count  indnde  so  much  oulj  of  the  other  coimt 
as  is  S|)eoisJl3r  referred  to ;  and,  therefore,  where  a  person  was  indicted  m  the  seventii  count 
of  an  indictment  for  receiving  in  the  county  of  Somerset  one  wether  shern)  (**  being  the 
same  aa  ie  mentioned  in  the  Mth  count  of  this  indictment ")  in  which  fifth  coxmt  the 
said  wether  sheep  was  alleg^  to  have  been  stolen  in  the  county  of  Dorset;  the  fifth 
oount  is  not  so  incorporated  with  the  seventh  as  to  show  jurisdiction  to  try  in  the  county 
of  Dorset. 

Nor  will  the  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46  (which  provides  that  accessaries  after  the  fact  mar 
be  tried  by  any  court  having  jurisdiction  to  try  the  principal  felon)  assist;  the  seventh 
count,  neiUier  m  itself,  nor  py  reference,  averring  who  was  the  principal  to  whom  the 
prisoner  was  accessary. 
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^'4tlL  That  the  defect  is  not  to  he  cured  by  reference      1849. 
to  the  venue  in  the  margin.  Bxa.v, 

"  5th.  Or  by  reference  to  any  other  venue  in  the  indict-      ^^^™'- 
ment. 

*'  6tk  Or  by  the  parenthesifl  in  such  seventh  count. 

<'7th.  That  the  property  is  insufficiently  laid  and  de- 
scribed in  sach  seventh  count. 

*^8th.  That  such  insufficient  description  is  not  to  be 
oared  by  the  parenthesis  aforesaid. 

*^  9ih.  That  it  in  no  way  appeared  in  the  said  seventh 
oount  that  the  property  the  prisoner  was  charged  with 
receiving  was  stolen  in  the  county  of  Dorset  so  as  to  give 
the  court  jurisdiction. 

^'  10th,  and  generally.  That  as  such  seventh  oount  is  a 
distinot  and  separate  charge  of  substantive  felony  in  its 
terms  of  which  the  prisoner  (Martin)  might  be  convicted 
although  an  acquittal  of  the  principals  had  taken  place,  it 
must  be  taken  per  «6  as  if  it  had  constituted  the  whole 
indictment,  and  if  bad  cannot  be  cured  aliunde. 

^  The  points  having  been  argued  the  Court  overruled  the 
objections,  considering  the  defects  cured  by  the  provisions 
of  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  56,  and  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46,  s. 
2,  and  for  other  reasons,  and  passed  sentence  upon  the  pri- 
soner, but  respited  the  execution  of  judgment  until  the 
opinion  of  Her  Majesty's  judges  shall  have  been  received 
upon  the  case. 

^'  Charles  Forcher, 
^*  Presiding  Chairman. 


"  *I)oiMtBliire'  to  wit.  The  jnzon  for  our  Soyerdgn  Lady  the  Queen,  upon 
thor  oath,  present  that  John  Martin,  late  of  the  parish  of  Trent,  in  the 
eoimty  of  Somenet,  labourer ;  George  Eadee,  late  of  the  same  pariah,  labourer ; 
andOiarles  Eades,  late  of  the  same  pariah,  labourer,  on  the  18th  day  of  De- 
eeober,  in  the  12th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Soyereign  Lady  Victoria,  by  the 
gxtee  of  God  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  Queen, 
Defender  of  the  Faith,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  of  Sherborne,  in  the 
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1849.         county  of  Dorset,  one  wether  aheep  of  the  price  of  twenty  duUingB,  of  tlie 

.^— — ^.-.  cattle  goods  and  dhattelB  of  one  Henry  Ensor,  then  and  thcffe  f  doniooBly  did 

R£<>*  V'        steal,  take,  and  drive  away,  against  the  form  of  the  statate  in  snch  case  made 

Mabtdt.       qq^  provided,  and  against  tiie  peace  of  oar  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown, 

and  dignity. 

' '  2nd  count  charged, '  That  John  Martin,  George  Eades,  and  Charles  Eadea, 
on,  &c.  at,  &o.  [as  before]  one  wether  sheep,  &c.  [as  before]  did  kill,  with  a 
felonious  intent  to  steal,  &c.  the  carcase,  &c.'  (a). 

"  3rd  count.  '  That  John  Martin,  George  Eades,  and  Charles  Eades,  on, 
&c.  at,  &c.  [as  before]  one  wether  sheep,  &c.  [as  before]  before  then  felo- 
niously stolen,  &c.  did  receive  and  have,  &c.' 

''4th  count.  '  That  John  Martin,  George  Eades,  and  Charles  Eades,  on,  ftc. 
at,  &0.  [as  before]  the  carcase  of  a  certain  sheep,  &c.  before  then  f ekmiondy 
stolen,  &c.  did  receive  and  have,  &c.' 

"  5th  count.  '  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  the  said  Gkiorge  Eades  and  Charles  Eades,  on  the  said  18th  day 
of  December  in  the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign  aforesaid,  with  foroe  and  aims  at 
the  parish  of  Sherborne  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Dorset  aforesaid,  one 
wether  sheep  of  the  price  of  twenty  shillings,  of  the  cattle  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  Henry  Ensor,  then  and  there  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  cany 
away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  [and 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.' 

"6th  count  charged,  'That  George  Eades  and  Charles  Eades,  on,  &o.  at, 
&c.  [as  before]  one  wether  sheep,  &c  [as  before]  did  kill  with  a  felonioiu 
intent  to  steal  the  carcase,  &c.* 

' '  7th  count.  'And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  dofuxther 
present  that  the  said  John  Martin  on  the  said  18th  day  of  December  in  the 
12th  year  of  the  reign  aforesaid,  with  foroe  and  arms  in  the  pariah  of  Trent, 
in  the  county  of  Somerset,  one  welher  sheep  of  the  price  of  twenty  shQlinge 
(being  the  same  property  as  is  mentioned  in  the  fifth  count  of  this  indictment) 
of  the  cattle  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Henry  Ensor,  before  then  felo- 
niously stolen,  taken  and  carried  away,  feloniously  did  receive  and  have,  he  the 
said  John  Martin  then  and  there  well  knowing  the  said  cattle  goods  and 
chattels  last  aforesaid  to  have  been  feloniously  taken  and  carried  away, 
against  the  forms  of  the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.' 

"8th  count  charged,  'That  John  Martin,  in,  ftc.  at,  &c.  [as  in  the  seventh 
count]  the  carcase  of  a  certain  sheep,  &c.  (being  the  same,  &c.  [as  in  the 
seventh  count])  before  then  feloniously  stolen,  &c.  did  receive  and  have,  &c.' " 

FfookSy  on  behalf  of  the  proseoution,  was  prooeeding  to 
address  the  Court.  [  Wilde^  0.  J. — Does  any  one  appear 
for  the  prisoner?]    No  one.    [  Wilder  C.  J. — ^Has  any  oase 


(a)  It  appears  unneoeasazy  to  set  oat  at  length  any  of  the  oounts,  except 
the  first,  fifth,  and  seventh. 
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been  heard  in  this  Court  in  which  no  one  has  appeared  on       1849. 
behaU  of  the  prisoner?]    Reg.  v.  Masters  {a).  -bxi^.v, 

Wilde,  C.  J.— You  are  entitled  to  be  heard.  u^^!ns. 

Ffook8, — ^The  question  here  is,  whether  there  was  a 
soffioient  venue ;  and  the  objection  raised  is,  that  in  the 
seventh  count  no  allusion  is  made  to  the  county  of  Dorset,  in 
which  the  trial  took  place.  This  objection  should  have  been 
taken  during  the  trial.  It  not  having  been  then  taken,  but 
after  the  trial,  and  after  verdict,  and  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction.  [Rolfej  B. — Does  this  not 
aiise  upon  the  trial?  Platte  B. — The  judgment  might 
have  been  arrested  in  that  Court,  and  the  case  reserved.] 

WiLDB,  C.  J. — ^You  may  proceed. 

Ffooks. — ^The  principals  in  the  felony  were  convicted 
!qK)n  the  fifth  count  of  the  indictment  of  stealing  a  sheep 
at  Sherboume,  in  the  oounfy  of  Dorset ;  and  on  the  seventh 
count  the  prisoner  Martin  was  found  guilty  of  receiving  the 
tame  sheep  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen.  The  reference 
in  thd  seventh  coimt  to  the  fifth  coimt  is,  ^'  being  the  same 
property  as  is  mentioned  in  the  fifth  count  of  this  indict- 
ment." [  TFiVJcfe,  C.  J. — ^Words  of  reference  do  not  include 
the  whole  coimt,  but  merely  the  particular  words  referred 
to.]  By  the  stat.  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  46,  8.  2,  it  is  enacted, 
^' that  if  any  person  shall  become  an  accessary  after  the  fact 
to  any  felony,  whether  the  same  be  a  felony  at  common  law 
or  by  virtue  of  any  statute  or  statutes,  he  may  be  indicted 
and  convicted  either  as  an  accessary  after  the  fact  to  the 
principal  felony,  together  with  the  principal  felon,  or  after 
the  conviction  of  the  principal  felon,  or  may  be  indicted 
and  convicted  of  a  substantive  felony,  whether  the  principal 
felon  shall  or  shall  not  have  been  previously  convicted,"  &c. ; 
"and  the  offence  of  such  person,  howsoever  indicted,  may  be 

(a)  18  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  M.  C.  2 ;  ante,  p.  1,  S,  C, 
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1849.  inquired  of»  tried,  determined,  and  punished  by  any  Court 
BsQ.v.  which  shall  have  jurisdiotion  to  try  the  principal  felon  in 
^^^™^'  the  same  manner  as  if  the  act,  by  reason  of  which  such 
person  shall  have  become  an  accessary,  had  been  committed 
at  the  same  place  as  the  principal  felony ;"  and  by  s.  3,  it 
is  provided,  that  the  same  person  might  be  indicted  in 
the  same  indictment  with  stealing  and  receiving  the  same 
property.  [  JFiife,  0.  J. — ^You  must  show  that  the  Gourfc 
had  jurisdiction  either  at  common  law  or  by  statute.  The 
count  does  not  state  any  offence  committed  within  the 
ooimty  of  Dorset,  therefore  there  is  no  common  law  juris- 
diction. By  statute  (a)  the  prisoner  may  be  tried  in  any 
county  in  which  he  shall  have  had  the  property  in  his  pos- 
session; the  count  does  not  show  that  the  prisoner  ever 
had  possession  in  the  county  of  Dorset.  Also  where  the 
principal  thief  might  be  tried  {b) ;  it  does  not  appear  by 
this  ooimt  that  the  principal  thief  might  be  tried  in  the 
county  of  Dorset.]  It  does  appear,  if  by  force  of  the  words 
of  reference  the  fifth  count  may  be  incorporated;  and  by 
the  statute  the  jurisdiction  is  extended,  so  that  he  might 
be  tried  where  the  principal  was  tried.  J^Cresatcellj  J. — But 
who  is  the  principal  ?  Does  the  count  show  to  whom  the 
prisoner  is  an  accessary?  or,i8  there  anything  in  it  to  show 
who  was  the  principal  P  Wilder  0.  J. — ^Tour  argument  is, 
that  because  the  principal  might  be  tried  in  the  coimty  of 
Dorset,  the  accessaiy  also  might  be  tried  there ;  but  there 
is  no  averment  that  the  principal  might  be  tried  in  that 
county.]  In  Reg  v.  Oof  (c),  the  offence  was  committed 
in  the  town  and  county  of  Southampton,  the  indictment 
was  preferred  and  found  by  the  grand  jury  of  Hants,  and 
the  party  was  tried  and  convicted  in  the  county  of  Hants, 

(a)  See  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  76. 

ib)  See  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46,  8.  2. 

(c)  1  BuBB.  &  By.  179  \  (see  Sex  y.  Mullin,  id.  144). 
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nndfir  the  stot.  38  Gheo.  IH.  o.  52  (a) ;  and  there  the  objeotioii       1849. 
mtf  taken  that  the  indictment  contained  no  allegation  that      Bxa.v. 
the  county  of  Hants  was  the  next  adjoining  county  to  the      ^^^^i^' 
town  and  county  of  Southampton ;  and  the  Judges  held 
that  it  was  unnecessazy^  because  when  the  record  was  drawn 
up  it  might  appear  in  the  caption.    In  this  case  the  caption 
does  not  appear.    [^Wtghiman^  J. — Suppose  the  seventh 
count  the  only  count  in  the  indictment,  and  to  be  filled  up 
as  the  words  of  reference  would  fill  it  up,  is  that  sufficient  ? 
He  is  then  oharged  with  receiving  in  the  county  of  Somer- 
set.   It  does  not  appear  where  was  the  place  at  which  the 
piinoipal  felon  committed  the  offence.]    Such  an  averment 
is  not  neoeesary.    In  Hex  v.  Oofff  the  indictment  was 
"County  of  Hants,  to  wit.    The  jurors,"  &c.,  "  present," 
do.    **  That  S.  Q.,  late  of  the  parish  of  Holy  Bood,  in  the 
town  and  county  of  Southampton  and  county  of  the  same 
iowUf  in,"  &o.,  **  at  the  parish  of  Holy  Bood  aforesaid,  in  the 
town  and  county  aforesaid,  in  and  upon,"  &c. ;  and  it  was 
held  sufficient.    By  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  WiU.  IV.  o.  66,  s. 
24,  the  provisions  of  which  section  are  similar  to  those  of 
the  preseat  statute,  (the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46,  s.  2,)  juris- 
diction is  given  to  try  persons  for  iorgery  in  any  county  in 
which  they  may  be  in  custody,  and  under  that  statute  it 
was  held  by  Patteson^  J.,  in  Bex  v.  James  (6),  that  it  was 
Bofflcient  to  show  that  the  pariy  was  in  custody  within  the 
ooonty,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  aver  it  in  the 

(a)  By  wliich  it  is  enacted,  **That  it  shaU  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  pro- 
•eeotor  or  proaecutozs  to  prefer  his,  her,  or  their  biU  or  biUa  of  indictment, 
lor  any  offence  or  offences  committed  within  the  comity  of  any  city  or  town 
oorpoiate,  to  the  ynj  ai  the  county  nert  adjoining  to  the  county  of  such  dty 
or  town  ooxporate,  sworn  and  charged  to  inquire  for  the  king  for  the  body  of 
nch  adjoining  county,  at  any  sessions  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  general  gaol 
dalxveiy ;  and  that  every  such  bill  of  indictment  found  to  be  a  true  bill  by 
nch  juiy  shall  be  yalid  and  effectual  in  law  as  if  the  same  had  been  found  to 
beatniehiU  by  any  jury  sworn  and  oharged  to  inquire  for  the  king  for  the 
boc^  of  the  county  of  such  dty  or  town  corporate." 

W  7C.&P.  663. 

VOL.  I.  H 
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1849.  indictment.  [  Wightman^  J. — Is  there  any  proTision  in  the 
req.  r.  statute  of  Victoria  (a),  that  the  accessary  may  be  tried  in 
any  county  where  he  may  happen  to  be  in  custody  ?]  No ; 
where  the  principal  may  be  tried.  [Wightmany  J. — ^But 
that  is  not  shown.]  The  fifth  count  states  the  offence  to 
have  been  committed  in  the  county  of  Dorset.  Here  it 
would  have  been  sufficient  if  the  statement  had  been  the 
same  as  in  the  fifth  count,  but  it  would  have  been  a  mere 
legal  fiction.  It  is  not  always  material  that  it  should 
appeax  that  the  offence  was  committed  within  the  county, 
for  by  7  Q-eo.  IV.  c.  64,  s.  12,  where  an  offence  has  been 
committed  within  500  yards  of  the  border  of  a  county  the 
prisoner  may  be  tried  in  such  county,  or  in  the  county  in 
which  the  offence  was  committed.  In  Reg.  v.  Mitchell  (ft), 
Lord  Denman  in  reference  to  that  statute  observed,  "  It 
occurs  to  me  as  rather  doubtful  whether  the  twelfth  section 
of  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  64,  was  intended  to  make  any  alteration 
in  the  law  as  to  venue,  it  merely  extended  the  boundary  of 
the  coimty  500  yards."  So  if  this  act  were  done  within  600 
yards  of  the  county  of  Dorset,  although  really  in  the  county 
of  Somerset,  it  might  be  laid  to  be  in  Dorset.  In  Beg.  v. 
Loader  (c),  tried  at  Dorset ^  the  indictment  charged  the 
offence  to  have  been  committed  ia  a  detached  portion 
of  Somersetshire  surrounded  by  the  county  of  Dorset^ 
and  Eolfe,  B.,  held  this  to  be  sufficient  {d).    Reg,  v.  Fi^" 

(a)  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46. 

{b)  2  Q.  B.  642. 

(0  Die.  Q.  S.  188,  n.,  5th  ed. 

{d)  By  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  82,  s.  1,  "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  justice  or  jtu- 
tices  of  the  peace,  acting  for  any  county,  to  act  as  a  justice  or  justices  of  the 
peace  in  all  things  whatsoeyer  concerning  or  in  anywise  relating  to  any 
detached  part  of  any  county  which  is  surrounded  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the 
county  for  which  such  justice  or  justices  acts  or  act ;  and  that  all  acts  of  such 
justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  and  of  any  constable  or  other  officer  in  obedience 
thereto,  shall  be  aa  good,  and  all  offenders  in  such  detached  part  may  be  com' 
mittedfor  trial,  tried,  convicted,  and  sentenced ;  and  judgment  and  execu* 
tion  may  be  had  upon  them  in  like  mamier  as  if  such  detached  part  were  to 
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9Br  {a),  was  oeriainljan  adverse  decision, but  that  ease  might  1849. 
be  oonaideied  as  an  exoeption.  He  then  submitted  that  the  sxi^.v. 
objection  to  the  indictment  should  have  been  taken  at  the  Mabtin. 
trial,  and  that  the  defect  was  coied  after  verdict  by  7  Greo. 
rV.  c  64,  8.  20  (6).  He  was  aware  that  he  must  show 
that  the  Court  below  had  jurisdiction  before  the  question 
oould  arise  under  that  statute;  that  had  been  already 
decided  in  Beg.  v.  G*  Connor  (c).  He  however  submitted 
that  this  Court  would  be  of  opinion  that  the  Court  below 
had  jurisdiction.  A  decision  in  favour  of  the  Crown  would 
not  operate  as  any  hardship  upon  the  prisoner,  for  he  could 
not  be  indicted  again.  [Bolfej  B. — How  so  P]  The  sta- 
tute provides  ^'  that  no  person  who  shall  be  once  duly  tried 
for  any  such  ofl^enoe,  whether  as  an  accessary  after  the  fact 
or  for  a  substantive  felony,  shall  be  liable  to  be  again 
indicted  or  tried  for  the  same  offence."  [Rolfcy  B. — ^That 
is  80,  if  he  can  show  he  has  been  duly  tried.] 

Wllde,  C.  J. — ^It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is 
any  reasonable  doubt  that  this  coimt  cannot  be  supported. 
It  is  necessary  that  the  coimt  should  show  a  jurisdiction 
upon  the  face  of  it.  It  does  not  suffice  that  certain  facts 
appear  aliunde,  AH  the  circumstances  which  give  the  juris- 
diction should  be  incorporated  in  the  indictment.  In  Meg. 
V.  JameSy  which  was  a  case  of  forgery  tried  at  Gloucester, 
the  indictment  on  the  face  of  it  showed  clearly  jurisdiction, 

•II  intentB  and  puiposes  part  of  the  oounty  for  which  such  justice  or  juBticefl 
acta  or  act." 

In  Beff.  Y.  Loader  it  waa  objected  that  the  statute  did  not  give  any  power 
to  indict,  or  to  a  grand  jUiy  to  inquire  of  an  indictment;  and  the  7  Qeo.  IV. 
c  61,  8.  12,  and  4  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  36,  s.  2,  were  cited  as  instances  of  enact- 
ments in  pari  malerid.  Rolfe^  B.,  overruled  the  objection;  but  qxMere  by 
the  learned  Editor  of  Die.  Q.  S. 

(tf)  1  M.  C.  C.  407. 

(4)  That  no  judgment,  &o.  shall  be  stayed  or  reversed  for  want  of  a  proper 
or  perfect  venue  when  the  Court  shall  appear  by  the  indictment  to  have  had 
jurisdiction  over  the  offence. 

{e)  0  Q.  B.  16. 

h2 
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1849.  but  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the  forgery  was  oonmnt* 
itE<j.  t'.  ted  in  Grlonoester;  the  statute,  however,  says  that  the 
^''^™^'  party  may  be  tried  where  he  shall  be  in  custody,  the  same 
as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed  there :  in  that  case 
the  count  was  supported  by  force  of  the  statute.  In 
the  present  case,  the  prisoner  was  tried  in  the  county  of 
Dorset,  and  the  indictment  charges  that  he  had  done  the 
act  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  the  statutes  will  not 
assist,  because  it  does  not  appear  who  was  the  thief, 
where  the  property  had  been  stolen,  or  where  the  prisoner 
had  ever  had  it  in  his  possession.  We  cannot  enter  into 
any  facts  which  took  place  at  the  trial ;  we  know  nothing 
of  them  beyond  what  is  submitted  to  us.  Here  it  appears 
the  prisoner  was  tried  in  Dorsetshire,  whereas  he  should 
have  been  tried  in  Somersetshire,  how  can  we  give  judg- 
ment against  the  prisoner  in  such  a  case — we  cannot. 
The  count  upon  the  face  of  it  gives  no  jurisdiction,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  supported. 

BoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  whether  this 
Court  has  any  jurisdiction  in  a  case  like  this,  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  a  matter  not  arising  upon  the  trial  but  after  the 
trial,  I  think  the  word  '^  trial "  in  the  first  section  must  be 
taken  in  a  liberal  sense,  and  to  mean  anything  which  occurs 
during  the  trial  in  the  Court  below.  I  take  it  to  be  so 
from  the  words  of  the  second  section,  that  ^^the  said 
justices  and  barons  shall  thereupon  have  full  power  and 
authority  to  hear  and  finally  determine  the  said  question  or 
questions,  and  thereupon  to  reverse,  affirm,  or  amend  any 
judgment  which  shall  have  been  given,"  &c.  As  to  the 
case  (a)  tried  before  me,  it  does  not  appear  to  affect  the 
present  question. 
WiGHTMAN  andCEEsswELL,  JJ.,  and  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  reversed. 

(a)  Jlesi.  V.  load^y  Die.  Q.  S.  188,  6tli  ed. 
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OOBAX 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  Wiohtman,  J. 

Alderson,  B.  Gresswell,  J. 

Platt,  B. 


The  Queen  agaimt  John  Beeton.  ^  ^^ 

PLEADING.  ifonduy 

Aprils, 


"  John  Beeton  was  oharged  at  the  General  Quarter  in  charging  in 
Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  County  of  SufFolk,  held  by  dictment,  un- 
adjoumment  at  Bury  Saint  Edmunds,  on  the  17th  day  of  ii&  12 Vict., 
March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hun-  ^ting  to^er 
dred  and  forty-nine,  upon  an  indictment  a  copy  of  which  is  SepioBecuti^' 
annexed  to  this  case.  S,?°4JJSto *" 

"  The  prisoner  pleaded  not  guilty.  After  the  prisoner  had  J^^^^^- 
pleaded,  and  before  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  had 
opened  his  case,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  that, 
under  the  3rd  section  of  the  statute  11  &  12  Yict.  c. 
46  (a),  it  was  made  lawful  to  add  one  count  only  for  receiv- 
er) 11  &  12  Yict.  0. 46,  8.  3.  '*  And  whereas,  according  to  the  present 
pneCioe  of  courts  of  criminal  Jurisdiction,  it  is  not  peimitted  in  an  indictment 
for  stealing  property  to  add  a  count  for  receiving  the  same  property  knowing 
it  to  baye  been  stolen,  or  in  an  indictment  for  receiving  stolen  property, 
knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen,  to  add  a  coant  for  stealing  the  same  property, 
and  Justice  is  hereby  often  defeated.  Be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  from  and 
after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  in  every  indictment  for  feloniously  stealing 
property,  it  shall  be  lawfol  to  add  a  count  for  feloniously  receiving  the  same 
property,  knowing  it  to  have  beenstolen ;  and  in  any  indictment  for  feloniously 
reoeiying  property  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen,  it  shaU  be  lawful  to  add  a 
csmU  for  f elonioualy  stealing  the  same  property :  and  where  any  such  indict- 
ment shaU  have  been  preferred  and  found  against  any  person,  the  prosecutor 
shall  not  be  put  to  his  election ;  but  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury  who  shall 
tiy  the  nme  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty,  either  of  stealing  the  property  or  of 
receiving  it  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen.  And  if  such  indictment  shaU 
have  been  preferred  and  found  against  two  or  more  persons,  it  shall  be  lawful 
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1849.  ing,  and  that  the  oounsel  for  the  prosecution  therefore 
Bsa.v.  should  be  called  upon  to  elect  upon  which  of  the  oountB 
for  receiving  he  would  proceed.  The  Court  thought  ihat> 
under  the  said  section,  it  was  made  lawful  to  add  as  many 
counts  for  receiving  as  there  were  counts  charging  a  steal- 
ingy  and  refused  on  that  account  to  put  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  to  his  election ;  but,  upon  the  application  of  the 
oounsel  for  the  prisoner,  reserved  a  case  upon  that  point  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Judges  of  the  Superior  Courts- 
The  prisoner  was  f  oimd  guilty  on  the  eleventh  count  of  the 
indictment,  and  acquitted  upon  the  other  counts.  He  was 
sentenced  to  seven  years'  transportation,  but  execution  of 
this  judgment  has  been  respited,  until  the  question  reserved 
by  this  case  shall  have  been  considered  and  decided. 

"Samuel  H,  Axderson, 

"  Chaiiman. 


'*  Suffolk,  to  wit.  The  Jurors  for  our  Sorereign  Lady  the  Queen,  upon 
their  oath,  present  that  John  Beeton,  late  of  the  parish  of  Hawkedon,  in  the 
oounty  of  Suffolk,  labourer,  on  the  28th  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our 
liord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the 
pariah  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  dwelling-house  of  John  Mason 
there  situate  feloniously  did  break  and  enter,  and  twenty- six  pieces  of  the 
current  gold  coin  of  the  realm,  called  sovereigns,  of  the  yalue  of  twenty-axx 
pounds ;  two  pieces  of  the  like  gold  coin  called  half-soyereigns,  of  the  Yalue 
of  one  pound ;  and  one  piece  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm  called  a 
sixpence,  of  the  value  of  sixpence ;  of  the  proper  moneys,  goods,  and  chattels 
of  George  Mason,  in  the  said  dweUing-house,  then  and  there  being  found  then 
and  there  in  the  said  dwelling-house,  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry  away, 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

**  The  2nd  count  in  this  indictment  is  the  same  as  the  first ;  but  states  the 
larceny  to  have  been  of  certain  moneys,  the  property  of  the  said  John  Mason, 
in  the  said  dwelling-house. 


for  the  jury  who  shall  try  the  same  to  find  all  or  any  of  the  said  persons  gnil^, 
either  of  stealing  the  property  or  of  receiving  it  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen, 
or  to  find  one  or  more  of  the  said  persons  guilty  of  stealing  the  property,  and 
the  other  or  others  of  them  guilty  of  receiving  it,  knowing  it  to  have  been 

stolen.'* 
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**  The  3rd  connt  is  the  same  as  the  first ;  but  states  the  larceny  to  have         1849. 

beea  of  certain  moneys,  the  property  of  Joseph  Mason,  in  the  said  dwelling-  

house.  Beg.  f;. 

"  The  4tli  count  is  the  same  as  the  first;  but  states  the  larceny  to  have  been        Besion. 
of  oertaxn  moneys,  the  property  of  Elizabeth  Mason,  in  the  said  dwelling-house. 

**  The  5th  count  is  the  same  as  the  first;  but  states  the  larceny  to  have  been 
of  certain  moneys,  the  property  of  Daniel  Mason,  in  the  said  dwelling-house. 

"  The  6th,  7th,  8th,  9th,  and  10th  counts  in  this  indictment  are  the  same  as 
the  first  five  counts ;  but  stating  the  breaking  to  have  been  into  a  certain 
building  of  the  said  John  Mason,  within  the  curtilage  of  the  said  dwelling- 
house,  and  stealing  the  moneys  as  mentioned  in  the  first  five  counts  respec- 
tirely. 

"The  11th count. — And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  further  present,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  offence 
by  the  said  John  Beeton,  in  this  count  mentioned,  the  goods  and  chattels  in 
file  said  first  ooimt  mentioned  had  been  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried 
away ;  and  that  the  said  John  Beeton  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and 
in  tba  year  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  and  within 
the  county  aforesaid,  the  same  goods  and  chattels  (a)  then  being  of  such  value 
reqiectiTely  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  then  being  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  (George  Mason,  as  in  that  count  also  mentioned,  feloniously 
did  receive  and  have,  he  the  said  John  Beeton,  at  the  time  he  so  received  and 
had  the  same  goods  and  chattels  then  and  there,  well  knowing  the  same  to 
have  been  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away  as  in  this  count  before 
mentioned,  against  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dig- 
nity, and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

^'The  12th,  13th,  14th,  and  15th  counts  in  this  indictment  are  the  same 
as  the  eleventh  count ;  but  laying  the  receiving  of  the  several  moneys,  as  men- 
tioned in  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  counts  of  this  indictment  res- 
pectively. 

*'  The  16th  count  in  this  indictment  charges  the  prisoner  with  having  been 
previously  convicted  of  felony." 

Buhcer^  who  appeared  for  the  prisoner,  was  stopped  by 

Alderson,  B.— Is  there  any  doubt  about  this  case  P  Why 
may  there  not  be  as  many  counts  for  receiving  as  for  steal- 
ing,  without  the  prosecution  being  called  upon  to  elect  P 
It  is  only  one  offence,  laying  the  property  in  different  persons. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  objection. 

WiLDB,  0.  J. — ^We  axe  all  of  the  same  opinion. 

WiGHTMAN  andCBEsswELL,  JJ.,andPLATr,B.ooncuired. 

Conyiotion  affirmed. 

(0)  See  Meg.  v.  HadUy^  infra. 
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TRINITT  TEEM, 


THE  TWELFTH  YEAB  OF  THE  BEIGN  OF  VIOTOBIA. 


CORAM, 


Denman,  Lord,  C.  J.,  Pattbson,  J., 

Parke,  B.,  Goltman,  J., 

Williams,  J, 


1849. 

Saturdayy 
June  2. 

A.  swore  falsely 
before  a  surro- 
ffate  and  there- 
P7  obtained  a 
lioense  for  the 
marriage  of  B. 
and  C,  which 
license  was  not 
acted  upon; 
held,  that  A. 
was  gniilty  of  a 
misdemeanor. 
Qy.— Was  he 
ffoilty  of  per- 
jury? (a). 


The  Queen  r.  John  Mattocks  Chapman. 
Ca8e  stated  by  the  Right  Honourable  Lord  Denman^  C.  J. 

PEEJUEY. 

^'  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  Spring 
Assizes  for  Taunton,  upon  an  indictment  for  peijuiy,  which 
stated  in  the 

"  Ist  count.  That  William  James,  derk,  was  a  surrogate  for  the  diocese 
of  Bath  and  Wells,  haying  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  marriages  therein^ 
and  that  one  John  Mattocks  Chapman,  of  the  city  of  Wells  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  applied  to  the  said  surrogate  to  grant  a  Ucense  for  the  solem- 
nization of  a  marriage  at  Wilton,  between  Joseph  Baker  and  Sarah  Fiy ;  and 
that  said  Chapman  unlawfully  intending  to  deceive  said  James  as  such  surro- 
gate, and  to  obtain  from  him  such  Ucense,  in  fraud  and  violation  ofprovitions 


(a)  This  point  the  Court  did  not  decide :  it  being  however  an  open  question, 
we  have  inserted  the  argument,  thinking  it  would  be  useful  to  the  profession. 
But  see  the  6  &  7  Will.  lY.  c.  85,  s.  38,  which  enacts  that  eveiy  person  who 
shall  knowingly  and  wilfully  make  any  false  declaration,  or  sign  any  false 
notice  or  certificate  required  by  this  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  any 
marriage,  shall  suffer  the  penalties  of  perjury.  See  note  to  JRez  v.  Veriht, 
d  Camp.  435 ;  Haw.  P.  C,  Index,  Perjury. 
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^  i  GtQ,  IV,  did,  for  the  piupoae  of  obtaining  from  said  suirogate  such         1849. 
Ijoense,  wilfally,  fraudulently,  and  unlawfully  produce  before  said  James  an  - 


affidatitinwritiiig;  andbeforeBaidBurrogate,ind\^eformof  laWyhasswomand      p^^^^*  ^* 

fax&his  oath  upon  the  Gk»pel  concerning  the  truth  of  the  matters  therein,  (the 

sud  Jmobb  lumng  lawful  and  competent  authority  as  such  surrogate  to  admi* 

siifcarflald  oath  to  said  CSiapman,  in  that  behalf);  and  that  said  Chapman,  being 

so  iwom  bef ore  said  Jamee  haying  such  authority  as  aforesaid,  did,  for  the 

pmpose  of  obtaining  such  license  for  the  marriage  of  the  said  Baker  with  the 

■idFzy,&Iaely,  corruptly,  knowingly,  wilfully,  fraudulently,  and  unlawfully, 

ia  and  by  the  said  affidavit,  depose  and  swear  (inter  alia)  in  substance  and  to 

flie  effect  following,  (that  is  to  say)  :  That  the  name  of  him,  Chapman,  was 

JcBegh  Baker,  and  that  he  was  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  a  license 

was  applied  for;  that  he  was  a  yeoman  and  a  widower;  and  that  said  Sarah 

Fzy  had  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  in  said  parish  of  Wilton  for  fifteen  days 

then  last.    Whereas  name  was  not  Baker,  he  was  not  one  of  the  parties  for 

whose  maxiiage  a  license  was  obtained,  not  a  yeoman,  not  a  widower;  Sarah 

Fty  had  not  her  usual  place  of  abode  in  said  pariah  for  fifteen  daya  then  last ; 

an  of  which  premises  were  to  said  Chapman  well  known.  By  means  of  which 

■ud  false  oath,  so  falsely,  &c.,  taken  as  aforesaid,  said  Chapman  did  unlawfully 

obtain  from  said  surrogate  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  a  marriage  at  the 

pariah  of  Wilton,  in  said  county  and  diocese,  between  said  Baker  and  Fiy ; 

the  aaid  James  at  the  time  beUeving  the  said  oath  to  be  true. 

"2nd  count.  Similar  to  first,  except  that  it  lays  the  intent  as  unlaw- 
fully intending  to  deoeiye  James  as  such  surrogate,  andfraudulently  to  obtain 
from  him  such  license ;  and  then  goes  on  to  state  that  Chapman,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  from  said  surrogate  as  aforesaid  (query,  such  license) ,  in  due 
forttk  of  law  was  sworn,  and  took  his  oath  upon  the  Gospel ;  and  that  Chapman, 
being  so  sworn  before  said  James  (said  James  having  a  lawful  and  competent 
power  and  aoQiority,  as  such  surrogate,  to  administer  said  oath),  did  for  the 
pmpose  [as  in  first  count]  falsely,  &c.,  swear,  (inter  alia)  [the  rest  of  the 
ooont  same  as  first] . 

**  3rd  count.  Lays  the  intent  as  unlawfully  intending  to  obtain  from  said 
James,  as  such  surrogate,  such  license,  in  fraud  and  violation  of  4  Geo.  lY., 
[the  rest  same  as  second  count]  except  that  it  does  not  state  the  oath  to  be 
lijaffidaviL 

"4th  count.  The  same  as  the  third,  except  that  it  states  that  Chapmani 
being  sworn  before  said  James  (having  a  lawful  and  competent  jurisdiction 
and  authorify  as  such  surrogate,  to  administer  the  said  oath)  did,  &c. ;  but  it 
did  not  state  that  the  license  was  obtained. 

"5th  count.  That  James  was  a  surrogate,  having  authority  to  grant 
fieenses;  that  Chapman  applied  (as  in  the  first  count) ;  that  Chapman,  for  the 
pozpose  of  obtaining  from  James,  as  such  surrogate,  such  license,  then  and 
there  before  said  James,  as  such  surrogate,  in  due  form  of  law  was  sworn,  and 
took  his  oath  upon  the  Gh)8pel ;  that  Chapman,  being  so  sworn  before  said 
Jamas  (James  having  lawful  and  competent  power  and  authority,  as  such  sur- 
zogate,  to  administer  such  oath) ,  did,  upon  his  oath  aforesaid  falsely,  corruptly, 
knowingly,  wilfully,  and  maliciously,  before  tiie  said  James,  swear  (inter  alia) 
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1849.  ^  substanoe  and  to  the  effect  following,  (that  is  to  say,)  as  in  the  prerious 

counts ;  and  bo  that  said  Chapman,  before  said  suirogate  (said  James  having 

Beo.  V,  such  authority),  by  his  own  act,  &c.,  and  of  his  own  wicked  and  oozrupt  mind, 

Chapican.  &c.,  falsely,  &c.,  did  commit,  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  &c. 

"  It  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  went  before  Mr.  James, 
a  surrogate  for  the  diocese  of  Bath  and  Wells,  to  obtain  a 
license;  that  the  seyeral  facts  stated  and  recited  in  the 
affidavit  set  out  below  were  then  taken  down  from  the  dic- 
tation of  the  prisoner,  and  the  affidavit  signed  by  him; 
that  an  oath  was  then  administered  to  him  in  the  presence 
of  Mr.  James,  and  he  was  asked  if  his  name  was  Joseph 
Baker,  and  if  the  signature  was  his,  to  which  he  said 
^Yes;'  that  the  affidavit  was  then  read  to  him,  and 
he  was  asked  if  the  contents  of  it  were  true,  to  which 
he  said  *They  were;'  that  the  said  severfid  facts  were 
false,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  prisoner,  at  the  time  he  so 
dictated  them;  that  Mr.  James  then  gave  him  the  license 
mentioned  in  the  indictment. 

"  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  affidavit  above  refeired 
to: — 


a 


Diocese  of  Bath  and  Wells. 


On  the  27th  day  of  July,  1848,  appeared  personally,  Joseph 
Baker,  of  the  pariah  of  Bishops  Hull,  in  the  county  of  Somerset, 
yeoman,  a  widower,  and  prayed  a  license  for  the  solemnization 
of  matrimony  in  the  parish  church  of  Wilton,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  and  diocese  of  Bath  and  Wells,  between  him  and  Sarah  Fiy,  of  the 
parish  of  Wilton  aforesaid,  spinster,  of  the  age  of  21  yean  and  upwards,  and 
made  oath  that  he  beliereth  that  there  is  no  impediment  of  kindred  or  alliance, 
or  of  any  other  lawful  cause,  nor  any  suit  conanenced  in  any  eodesiastiGal 
court,  to  bar  or  hinder  the  proceeding  of  the  said  matrimony  according  to  the 
tenor  of  such  license.  And  he  further  made  oath  that  she  hath  had  her  usual 
place  of  abode  within  the  parish  of  Wilton  aforesaid  for  the  space  of  fifteen 
days  last  past. 

''JOSEPH  BAKEB. 

*'  Sworn  on  the  same  day,  before  me, 
"W.  JAMES, 
*' Surrogate. 
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''At  fihe  dose  of  the  case  for  the  proseoution  the oounsel  1849. 
for  the  piifioner  objected  that  the  allegatioiis  of  the  indict-  bxqTv, 
ment  were  not  sustained  by  the  evidence.  Chapkan. 

"  Ist  That  the  instmment  was  not  in  fonn  an  affidavit^ 
B8  it  used  the  woids  '  made  oath/  instead  of  '  maketh 
oatL' 

''2nd.  That  the  names,  residence,  &c.,  in  the  affidavit 
mentioned,  were  mere  description  and  not  assertion.  Bal^ 
four  ▼.  Carpenter^  1  Phill.  204. 

"  3rd.  That  the  surrogate  had  not  competent  authority 
to  administer  the  oath  to  the  prisoner. 

"  4th.  That  the  indictment  disclosed  no  offence  known  to 
the  law. 

"  The  prisoner  was  found  guilty.  I  request  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  Judges  upon  this  case. 

"  Denman." 

Phinnj  for  the  prisoner. — First,  the  indictment,  framed 
as  it  was,  was  not  sustamed  by  the  eyidence.  The  allega- 
tion, running  through  all  the  forms  of  the  indictment,  "that 
the  surrogate  had  power  to  administer  the  oath,''  was  not 
proved.  The  first  four  coimts  show  no  offence  known  to 
the  law.  As  to  the  fifth  count,  the  surrogate  had  no  power 
to  administer  this  oath  to  this  person :  this  is  the  most 
material  point.  It  is  not  perjury,  and  punishable  as  pur- 
juiy,  to  make  a  false  statement  before  a  surrogate,  in  order 
to  obtain  a  marriage  license.  First,  that  the  first  four 
counts  disclose  no  offence  in  law,  even  construing  the  in- 
dictment most  unfavourably  to  the  prisoner.  The  first 
question  is.  Whether  this  instrument  be  in  fact  an  affi-. 
davit;  whether  the  prisoner,  by  subscribing  it,  made 
the  oath  alleged  in  the  indictment  P  Whether  it  be 
charged  that  he  made  oath,  or  that  he  made  an  affidavit, 
will  make  no  difference  on  this  point.  The  affidavit, 
instead  of  using  the  present  tense,  ^'maketh  oath  and 


94  CASES  IK  THE  COttBT  Of  ORtMCrAL  APPEAL. 

1849.  saitV'  ^^  ^^made  oath  and  saith/'  thereby  rendering 
-rbo.v.  ^^®  instrument  a  mere  memorandum.  Hotcorth  v.  Sulh- 
^^^^^^^^*  heraty  (a)  is  an  authority  to  show  that  an  affidavit  in  this 
form  is  not  sufficient  in  our  Courts.  It  was  unneoessajy 
to  argue  this  point.  The  real  difficulties  in  the  case  are 
these:— Ever  since  the  time  of  Lord  Holt  it  has  been 
a  moot  pointy  whether  perjury  can  be  assigned  upon  state- 
ments made  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts ;  and  Lord  Holt 
thought  it  doubtful  whether  perjury  could  be  assigned  upon 
matters  there  of  a  contentious  jurisdiction  {b).  The  grant- 
ing of  licenses  is  what  is  called  the  yolimtary  jurisdiction  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts.  Some  account  of  licenses,  and 
the  authorities  bearing  upon  them,  are  to  be  found  in  Gib- 
son's Codex  (c).  At  the  time  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  it 
was  not  necessary  in  the  Bomish  Church  that  marriages 
should  be  solemnized  in  facie  Eccksice ;  but  as  early  as  the 
Third  Council  of  Lateran  (rf)  it  was  provided,  that  banns 
should  be  published  when  people  wished  to  solemnize  matri- 
mony in  the  face  of  the  Church  :  '^  Statuimus  ut  cum  ma- 
trimonia  fuerint  contrahenda  in  Ecdesiis  per  Fresbyteros 
public^  proponantur,  competenti  termino  prsefinito;  ut 
infra  ilium,  qui  voluerit  et  yaluerit,  legitimum  impedi- 
mentum  opponat,  et  ipsi  Presbyteri  nilulominus  inresti- 
gent,  utrum  aliquod  impedimentum  obsistat "  (e).  It  was, 
however,  frequently  found  necessaiy  to  grant  dispensa- 
tions  from  the  rigour  of  that  state.  Gibson  cites  several 
instances  (/) ;  amongst  others  in  the  case  of  people  of  state 


(ff)  3  Dowl.  455. 

{b)  In  Bishop  of  St,  David' 8  v.  Luey^  1  Ld.  Baym.  451. 

(c)  "license,"  p.  610,  &c. 

\d)  Council  of  Lateran,  the  Third ;  Innocent  III.  A.D.  1216.  Before  thd 
time  of  Pope  Innocent  the  Third  there  was  no  solemnization  of  marriage  in 
the  chnrch,  but  the  man  came  to  the  house  where  the  woman  inhabited,  and 
led  her  home  to  his  own  house,  which  was  all  the  ceremony  then  used.  [Die. 
"Marriage,"  1  Rol.  Abr.  359] ;  1  Sid.  64. 

{e)  See  also.  Corpus  Juris  Canonici,  lib.  4,  p.  207. 

(/)  Gib.  Cod.,  "  License,"  p.  616. 
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and  oondition,  with  oertain  oonditions  annexed.  These  1849. 
oonditions  are  abo  mentioned  in  Strype's  life  of  Whit-  eboTv! 
gift  (a).  The  pope  had  the  power  of  granting  licenses  in  Chapman, 
aome  distriots ;  in  others,  the  bishops.  By  stat.  25  Hen. 
Vm,  0.  21,  88.  4,  5f  the  power  is  given  to  archbishops. 
Tip  to  the  time  of  the  Keformation,  and  for  some  time 
afterwardSy  no  oath  was  required  for  a  person  to  obtain  a 
lioemse.  Whitgift  (b)  mentions  the  oonditions  upon  which 
the  licenses  were  afterwards  to  be  granted,  and  amongst 
them  he  does  not  mention  the  oath.  Thus  the  matter 
stood  until  the  Canons  of  1603 :  these  canons,  not  having 
been  sanctioned  by  Act  of  Parliament,  are  not  binding  upon 
Hie  laity,  and  they  only  become  so  when  incorporated  in  an 
Act  of  Parliament.  The  102nd  canon  of  1603  contained 
OBftam  conditions  under  which  licenses  might  be  granted, 
and  amongst  others  certain  securities,  which  are  to  be 
taken  for  the  condition  of  the  parties,  and  the  maimer  of 
oelebrating  the  matrimony :  and  the  103rd  canon  for  the 
first  time  imposed  the  oath  upon  one  of  the  parties  per- 
sonally, that  he  believed  there  existed  none  of  the  impedi- 
ments therein  mentioned  in  bar  of  the  matrimony  accord- 
ing to  the  tenour  of  the  license.  Thus,  in  1603,  it  was 
settied  that  a  bond  was  to  be  given  and  an  oath  made,  to 
impose  additional  security.  In  passing.  Lord  Hardwicke's 
Act  (e)  does  not  affect  this  question  at  all.  The  stat. 
3  €reo.  lY.  0.  75,  is  material ;  by  s.  9,  an  oath  was  required 
to  be  made  by  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  such 
license  was  sought;  and  by  s.  10,  such  oath  was  to  be 
taken  before  the  surrogate :  and  it  then  provides,  that  if 
any  person  in  any  oath  to  be  made  and  taken  in  pursuance 
of  the  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  license,  shall 
knowingly  and  wilfully  swear  that  which  is  untrue,  he  shall, 
on  conviction,  be  deemed  guilty  of  perjury.    This  section 

(a)  See  Vol.  HI.  p.  380 ;  Vol.  II.  p.  380.  (i)  Ibid, 

{e)  26  Geo.  n.  c.  33. 
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1849.  however,  together  with  the  whole  of  the  Act,  from  s.  8  to 
jj^^  s.  26,  was  repealed  by  4  Q-eo.  IV.  c.  17.  We  then  come 
CHApiuir.  to  the  14th  section  of  4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76,  which  is  the 
material  section  in  the  present  case.  That  section  pro- 
vides, ^^That  before  any  such  license  be  granted,  one  of  the 
parties  shall  personally  swear  before  the  surrogate,  or  other 
person  having  authority  to  grant  the  same,  that  he  or  she 
believeth  that  there  is  no  impediment  of  kindred  or  alli- 
ance, or  of  any  other  lawful  cause,  nor  any  suit  commenced 
in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court,  to  bar  or  hinder  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  said  matrimony  according  to  the  tenor  of  the 
said  license  ;  and  that  one  of  the  said  parties  hath,  for  the 
space  of  fifteen  days  immediately  preceding  such  license,  had 
his  or  her  usual  place  of  abode  within  the  parish  or  cha- 
pelry  within  which  such  marriage  is  to  be  solemnized,"  &o. 
That  section  incorporates  the  Canons  of  1603,  and  adopts 
the  rule  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  into  the  common  law ; 
but  there  is  no  section  through  that  Act  analogous  to  the 
provision  of  stat.  3  Gteo.  IV.  c.  75,  s.  10,  making  it  perjuiy 
to  take  a  false  oath  before  a  surrogate.  The  21st  section 
of  4  Q-eo.  IV.  c.  76,  provides,  that  persons  unduly  solemniz- 
ing marriage  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  that  statute 
shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  that  is  the  only  penal  section 
in  the  Act,  except  the  23rd,  which  provides,  that  when  any 
marriage  shall  be  solemnized  between  parties  under  age 
contrary  to  that  Act,  by  false  oath  or  fraud,  the  guilty 
party  shall  forfeit  all  property  accruing  from  the  marriage. 
The  statute  law,  therefore,  stands  thus :  the  surrogate  has 
the  power  to  administer  the  oath,  but  there  is  no  provision 
that  the  taking  a  false  oath  shall  be  perjury.  If,  indeed, 
the  court  of  the  surrogate  were  made  a  court  of  record, 
then  the  taking  a  false  oath  before  him  in  such  case  would 
be  perjury.  In  this  case,  the  person  who  took  the  oath 
was  not  the  person  for  whom  the  license  was  obtained, 
although  he  said  that  he  was.     Having  called  attention  to 
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the  statutes  upon  the  subject,  he  would  now  refer  to  the  1849. 
authorities,  and  it  would  be  found  that,  from  the  time  of  B,za,v. 
Lord  Holt,  this  has  been  vexata  queatio.  In  The  Bishop  ^^^^^^^^' 
of  St.  David* 8  v.  Lucy  (a)  it  is  said  by  the  Court,  whether 
by  Lord  Holt  does  not  appear  ((),  ^*  In  ease  of  perjury,  if  it 
be  ooiminitted  in  a  oause  of  which  the  Spiritual  Court  has 
oonusanoe,  as  matrimony,  &c.,  they  shall  proceed  in  the 
Spiritual  Court  to  punish  it;  otherwise,  when  it  is  oom- 
mitted  in  matter  of  contracts,  &c.;"  and  Lord  Holt  then 
says,  *^  It  has  been  a  question  whether  perjury  in  the  Spiritual 
Court  oan  be  tried  here,  and  in  all  the  oases  where  it  has 
been  the  persons  have  been  acquitted,  and  so  it  has  been 
ended;  but  it  is  not  yet  settled."  The  next  case  in  which 
the  matter  was  mooted  is  Bex  y.  Alexander  {c) ;  there 
the  question  was.  Whether  a  false  oath  taken  in  Doctors' 
Commons,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  marriage  license, 
was  perjury?  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty;  but  the 
case  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Twelve  Judges. 
The  question  was  agitated  seyeral  times;  but  the  pri- 
soner dying  in  Newgate,  the  result  of  their  Lordships' 
deliberations  was  never  publicly  communicated.  The 
same  point  again  occurred  in  Woodman^ s  case  {cC)\  but 
in  this  case  also  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships  was 
never  declared.  He  now  came  to  the  authority  always 
referred  to  in  matters  of  this  kind,  but  which,  from  no 
reason  having  been  given  for  the  judgment,  he  feared  was 
no  authority  in  any  way;  that  was  the  case  of  Beg,  r. 
Forster  {e) :  there  it  was  held  that  a  false  oath  taken 
before  a  surrogate,  in  order  to  procure  a  marriage  license, 
would  not  support  a  prosecution  for  perjury.  This  case, 
however,  was  decided  in  1821,  before  the  passing  of  the 

(«)  1  Lord  Baym.  447.  (4)  Fer  Gtould,  J, 

{e)  1  Leach,  74,  ca.  34,  cited  also  in  Bnfls.  on  Grimes. 
{d")  2  Biifls.  on  Grimes,  598,  and  note  {q), 
\e)  BiUB.  k  By.,  459. 
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1849.  statute  3  G«o.  IV.  o.  75,  by  wluoh  it  was  made  perjury  to 
Bsa.v,  take  a  false  oath  before  a  surrogate.  This  case  must  have 
Chapman,  \^qqj^  decided  upon  one  of  two  groxmds;  either  upon  the 
ground  that  the  surrogate  had  no  power  to  administer  an 
oath  at  common  law,  or  that,  having  the  power,  the  oath 
was  not  administered  in  a  judicial  proceeding;  if  the  Court 
decided  upon  the  former  groimd,  the  case  fails  as  an  au« 
thority  in  consequence  of  the  subsequent  statute;  but  if 
upon  the  latter— that  the  proceeding  before  a  surrogate 
is  a  mere  ministerial  proceeding  and  not  a  judicial  one — 
it  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  prisoner.  He  had  not 
been  able  to  find  any  authority  to  show  whether  granting 
licenses  is  a  part  of  the  volimtary  or  the  contentious  juris- 
diction of  the  surrogate.  IPattesoriy  J. — ^Did  you  look 
into  Oughton  (a),  where  he  refers  to  the  vicar's  jurisdiction? 
I  should  have  thought  you  would  have  met  with  it  there.] 
He  had  looked  into  Oughton,  and  did  not  find  anything 
about  it;  but  he  had  an  authority  in  Sanchez,  to  which  he 
would  call  attention  immediately.  It  was  clearly  voluntary 
from  this,  that  the  Courts  themselves  selected  the  persons 
to  whom  the  certificates  would  be  granted — ^it  was  not  to 
be  granted  to  mean  persons,  but  to  persons  of  rank,  *^  pro- 
oeribus  et  magnatibus."  In  Sanchez  "  De  Matrimoniis'*  (A), 
in  discussing,  '^  utrum  ad  dispensandum  in  denunciationi- 
bus  desideretur  justa  causa,  judicialisque  ejus  cognitio,"  he 
goes  through  various  reasons  on  both  sides,  and  then 
sums  them  up  and  draws  his  own  conclusion,  in  these 
words: — "  TTinn  infertur  banc  causae  cognitionem  posse 
fieri  abordinario  sine  ordine,  et  figura  judioii  et  testibus 
non  reoeptis  in  forma  judicii  nee  jurantibus.  Prob.  quia 
non  est  judicialis,  sed  ad  informationem  conscientiae  ordi- 
narii;  in  tali  autem  cognitione  non  desiderantur  testes 


(a)  "  Ordo  Judicioruiii." 

{b)  De  ooDBensn  clandestinoy  lib.  3,  disp.  8. 
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jimmtesi  neo  oido  et  figura  jadidi:  ut  optima  dooent;"  and      1849. 

then  he  dtes  authorities.    The  distinctioji  between  volun-       beoTv! 

tary  and  oontentious  jurisdiction  is  also  drawn  in  book  iii,     ^^^hapmak. 

disp.  19.      He  also  referred  to  Masoardus  de  Probation* 

nis  (a).    He  then  submitted  the  offence  did  not  amount 

to  peijuiy,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  take  place  before  any 

court  of  law  or  in  any  judicial  proceeding.    In  all  the 

statatee  subjecting  the  parties  to  the  penalties  of  peijuiy, 

it  is  expressly  declared,  that  the  oath  must  be  administered 

ministeriaUy.    All  the  cases  are  coUected  by  Greayes,  in 

Buss,  on  Grimes  {b).     The  Ecclesiastical  Courts  cannot 

giTe  themselves  power  by  the  canons  not  sanctioned  by  an 

Act  of  Parliament.    They  must  administer  the  oath  to  the 

peison  about  to  be  married.    This  was  not  alleged  in  the 

indictment.    He  mentioned  Eex  v.  Vereht  {c) ;  it  was  not 

however  material.    He  then  called  attention  to  the  first 

four  counts  of  thesindictment,  which  charged  the  prisoner 

with  a  misdemeanour.    Now  what  was  really  the  offence 

duuged  in  those  counts  P    But  in  the  first  place  he  should 

say  those  counts  were  not  sustained  by  the  evidence ;  as  to 

the  counts  themselves,  they  show  no  offence  at  law.    They 

all  charge  in  one  shape  or  another  that  the  defendant  swore 

that  his  name  was  Joseph  Baker,  that  he  was  one  of  the 

parties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  applied  for,  and 

that  he  was  a  yeomanand  a  widower.    The  fact  is,  that  he 

never  swore  anything  of  the  kind ;  for,  upon  looking  to  the 

affidavits,  it  would  be  found  to  be  aU  matter  of  description 

preceding  the  oath.    If  anything  at  all,  it  was  rather  an 

impersonation,  for  all  the  former  part  of  the  instroment 

{a)  VoL  II.,  oonc.  1368,  n.  14,  15 ;  Idmitatur  primo  condusio,  nt  non 
piDoedai  qiumclo  judex  piocederet  ad  inf onnationem  Boam  tantmn ;  qnia  tuno 
%  tntibaB  etiam  non  juzatiB  infonnationem  snmere  potest,  Inno.  in  c.  com 
in  tna,  de  sponsal.  dioens  qnod  judex  potest  ad  infonnationem  suam  prooe- 
dere  sine  ordine  et  figura  judidi,  et  sine  testibus  in  f onn4  judicii  receptia 
quod  dictum  ref  erendo  sequitur. — Bald, 

{h)  Vol.  n.  p.  598.  (0  3  Camp.  432. 

VOL.  I.  I 
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1849.  down  to  the  words  "  twenty-one  years,"  were  merely  matter 
itBo.  V.  of  description.  For  this  he  had  a  very  high  authority  in 
JEmng  Y.  Wheatley  (a).  There  the  question  discussed  was 
whether  a  license  ohtained  by  fraud  was  void  in  law,  and 
Sir  William  Soott,  in  giving  judgment,  makes  this  observa- 
tion : — "  It  is  perfectly  established  that  no  disparity  of 
fortune,  or  mistake  as  to  the  qualities  of  the  person,  will 
impeach  the  vinculum  of  marriage ;  and  the  mere  descrip* 
turn  is  not  a  comtitmni  part  of  the  affidavit,*^  He  also 
cited  Sal/our  v.  Carpenter  (J).  [Jtorrf  Denman^  0.  J. — 
The  case  of  Swing  v.  Wheatley  is  a  description  of  circum- 
stances, and  not  a  description  of  the  person ;  it  is  very  dif- 
ferent from  this.]  This  is  not  a  mere  matter  of  form  in 
the  affidavit;  it  has  been  done  expressly  by  the  Court, 
because  the  license  is  a  question  de  identitate  peraonce: 
that  is  established  by  Cope  v.  Burt  (c),  \_Parkey  B. — ^If 
you  say  that  a  man  swears  three  things,  and  he  swears  but 
one  falsely,  that  one  will  be  sufficient ;  it  is  enough  that 
he  made  a  false  oath  before  a  surrogate  in  order  to  obtain  a 
license,  because  every  step  towards  a  misdemeanour  is  in 
itself  a  misdemeanour,  and  therefore  a  false  statement, 
made  in  order  to  obtain  a  license,  is  a  misdemeanour.] 
That  is,  supposing  it  to  be  a  misdemeanour  to  obtain  a 
license  by  means  of  a  false  oath.  [^Pattesouy  J. — ^This  is 
not  the  case  of  a  man  obtaining  the  license  for  himself,  but 
representing  another  for  whom  he  obtained  it.]  If  it  had 
been  so  stated  in  the  indictment,  I  might  have  been  in 
some  greater  difficulty  upon  the  authorities.  It  runs 
through  all  the  counts,  that  the  surrogate  had  power  to 
administer  the  oath  to  this  person.  [^Lord  Denman,  G.  J. 
— Is  there  any  doubt  that  the  surrogate  had  the  power  P 
You  cannot  contend  that  a  deception  on  the  part  of  the  person 

(a)  2  Hag.  Cons.  Bep.  175, 183.  (»)  1  Fhill.  204,  221. 

(0)  1  Cons.  Bep.  434. 
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who  applies  irill  depriye  the  surrogate  of  the  power.]   If  the       1849. 
qiiefltioii  is  difioussed  abstraotedly,  he  has  no  power ;  if  you       ■RBa,i>, 
disooss  it  Telatiyely,  he  has  power.    He  would  now  proceed     Chapman. 
to  inquire  whether  the  counts  were  good  in  law.     [PaUC' 
«m,  J. — There  is  certainly  one  part  false ;  that  is,  that 
the  woman  had  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  in  the  parish 
for  fifteen  days.]    But  all  the  counts  refer  to  the  oath,  and 
state  it  as  ^'the  said  oath."    It  is  cheurged  that  he  made 
certain  false  statements  on  oath,  and  thereby  obtained  a 
license ;  but  it  does  not  say  that  he  obtained  it  witha view 
to  a  marriagey  or  that  a  marriage  was  solemnized;   nor 
does  it  say  that  he  obtained  a  license  in  writing :  it  is  con- 
ostent  with  this  that  he  obtained  a  mere  parol  license.    It 
18  said  this  indictment  will  lie  because  it  is  a  matter  of 
public  oonoemment :  it  might  be  so  if  it  stated  that  the 
parties  were  married ;  but  it  cannot  be  where  it  is  confined 
to  the  party  himself,  and  neyer  acted  upon.    These  counts 
are  undoubtedly  founded  upon  the  suggestion  thrown  out  in 
Bex  V.  Farster.    The  question  there  was,  Whether  per- 
juiy  could  be  assigned  on  a  false  oath  taken  before  a  surro- 
gate? What  the  Judges  decided  in  that  case  it  is  difficult 
to  disooyer,  because  the  marginal  note  differs  so  much  from    . 
the  case.    Bussel  (a),  in  referring  to  that  case  as  an  au- 
thority, says : — ^^  If  the  indictment  only  charges  the  taking 
the  false  oath,  without  stating  that  it  was  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  a  license,  or  that  a  license  was  procured  there- 
ly,  the  party  cannot  be  pumshable  thereupon  as  for  a  mis- 
demeanour."   That  certainly  makes  all  the  difference,  for 
when  the  marriage  is  had,  a  crime  is  accomplished ;  here  it 
is  only  the  means  of  doing  it.    The  man,  up  to  the  time  of 
solemnizing  the  marriage,  has  a  locus  pcenitentice.    He  has 
done  that  much  which  would  enable  him  to  commit  a  mis- 
demeanour, but  he  stops  short  of  the  offence  itself.    If  two 

(«)  Biusel  on  Orixnes,  vol.  ii.  pp.  698,  599. 

i3 
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1849.  persons  had  been  concerned,  it  would  have  been  a  oon- 
~RBa7v.  spiracy.  He  should  be  met  with  the  observation  that  this 
is  a  false  personation,  and  that  a  false  personation  is  a  mis- 
demeanonr  at  common-law.  It  was  once  an  offence  to  per- 
sonate bail,  which  the  Court  itself  could  punish ;  still  it  was 
found  necessajy  to  pass  an  Act  making  it  a  felony :  but  it 
was  nevertheless  held  not  to  be  felony  until  the  bail  was 
filed,  but  only  a  misdemeanour ;  and,  in  East's  P.  0.  (a),  it 
is  said,  ^'  In  all  cases  not  made  felony  by  statute,  the  bare 
fact  of  personating  another,  though  for  the  piirpose  of 
fraud,  can  in  no  instance  amount  to  more  than  a  cheat  or 
misdemeanour  at  common-law,  and  be  punishable  as  such.'* 
Several  cases  are  there  cited  in  support  of  this  position,  but 
they  are  all,  with  the  exception  of  Dufree^s  casej  cases  of 
conspiracy :  there  the  indictment  charged  that  he  perso- 
nated  one  A.  B.,  clerk  to  H.  H.,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace, 
with  intent  to  extort  money  from  several  persons,  in  order 
to  procure  their  discharge  from  certain  misdemeanours  for 
which  they  stood  committed;  and  the  Court  declined  to 
quash  the  indictment,  but  put  the  defendant  to  demur. 
This  cannot  be  treated  as  an  indictment  for  falsely  per- 
sonating another,  for  it  has  not  the  word  personate  in  it ; 
it  has  not  the  vocdbulum  artis^  and  therefore  on  that 
ground  cannot  be  sustained. 

Fitzherherty  for  the  Crown. — There  was  ample  material 
to  support  the  count  for  perjury,  and  also  the  third 
count.  The  words  were  all  taken  down  from  the  dio- 
tation  of  the  prisoner,  and  it  is  perfectly  dear  from  the 
evidence  that  he  stated  all  the  facts  as  laid.  First, 
whether  the  allegation  was  sustained  that  the  surrogate 
was  able  to  administer  the  oath.  The  statute  4  Gbo.  IV. 
c.  76,  certainly  does  not  give  the  authority,  nor  does  it 
say  that  the  surrogate  shall  not  grant  the  oath.    The 

(a)  p.  1010. 
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BUTOgate  had  already  the  power  hj  the  103rd  canon,  and  1849. 
the  statute  4  Geo.  IV.  o.  76,  does  not  limit  that  power ;  begT^ 
but,  on  the  oonixai7,reqmi«s  the  surrogate,  or  other  person  ^''^^^' 
having  authority,  to  administer  the  oath  to  all  persons 
before  granting  any  lioense.  The  only  question  raised  in 
JSeap  V.  Forster  was,  whether  a  surrogate  could  administer 
an  oath.  [Cottnuin^  J. — ^How  did  he  acquire  the  authority 
to  administer  an  oath  P]  As  an  officer  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
GourtB.  The  Canons  of  1603  are  always  taken,  unless  the 
oontrary  be  established,  as  declarations  of  the  state  of  the 
Eodefiiafltioal  Law  at  the  time.  That  appeared  from  Bex 
y.  Verekt;  that  is,  they  are  taken  as  declaratory  of  the  law 
primd  facUj  but  not  exdusiyely.  In  the  103rd  canon  are 
these  words:  '^And  furthermore,  that  one  of  the  parties 
personally  swear  that  he  believeth  there  is  no  lett  or  impe- 
diment of  pre-contract,  or  kindred,  or  alliance,  or  of  any 
other  lawful  cause  whatsoever,  nor  any  suit  commenced  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  to  bar  or  hinder  the  proceeding 
of  the  said  matrimony  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  afore- 
said lioense."  It  was  a  misapprehension  to  say  there  is 
anything  in  the  statute  law  to  limit  the  power  of  the  sur- 
rogate; the  reverse  was  the  fact:  for  by  the  act  for  the 
punishment  of  perjury,  5  Eliz.  o.  9,  s.  11,  after  providing 
that  such  Act  shall  not  extend  to  any  Court  Ecclesiastical, 
it  enacts  that  every  person  so  offending  ^'  shall  and  may  be 
punished  by  such  usual  and  ordinary  laws,  as  heretofore 
hath  been  and  yet  is  used  and  frequented  in  the  said  Eccle- 
fliastieal  Courts."  [Parke,  B. — ^How  do  you  get  over  the 
ease  of  Rex  y.  Forster?']  He  would  submit  that  case  was 
entirely  founded  on  error.  The  case  was  reserved,  because 
the  Judge  was  not  aware  that  any  case  had  been  decided 
that  perjury  could  be  assigned  upon  a  false  oath  taken 
before  a  surrogate.  The  case  of  Bex  v.  Verebt  was  not 
brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  Court.  [ParkCf 
B. — ^That  was  only  an  opinion  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  which 
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1849.  ended  in  an  acquittal;  this  point  does  not  appear  to  have 
Be(».i^.  teen  raised.  Lord  Denman^  C.  J, — It  is  mmeoessary  to 
CEAPXAir.  docile  whether  perjury  can  be  assigned  on  a  false  oath  taken 
before  a  surrogate;  there  is  a  dear  case  on  the  counts  far 
the  misdemeanour,  if  you  will  confine  yourself  to  this  point, 
— ^Whether  it  is  a  misdemeanour  to  take  a  false  oath 
before  a  person  competent  to  administer  it,  before  a  public 
officer  in  his  pubKc  capacity,  and  in  the  performance  of  a 
public  duty.]  Rex  y.  Beck  {a)  is  an  authority  that  an  in- 
dictment will  lie  for  taking  a  false  oath  in  order  to  obtain 
a  marriage  license.  In  Shaw  v.  Thompson  {b)  it  is  said 
that  an  action  might  be  maintained  for  the  words,  *^  Thou 
art  a  forsworn  knave,  and  I  will  prove  thee  to  be  forsworn 
in  the  Spiritual  Court;"  ^'  for  the  Ecclesiastical  C!ourt  is  a 
judicial  court,  and  well  known;"  and  that  case  has  never 
been  denied  as  law.  Plaice  v.  Howe  (c)  shows  that  it  is 
an  offence  at  law  to  take  a  false  oath  in  the  Consistory 
Court.  Bex  v.  Forster  {d)  is  an  authority  also  showing 
it  to  be  an  indictable  misdemeanour.  In  Chitiy's  Criminal 
Law  {e)  is  the  precedent  of  an  information  by  the  Attorney- 
General  against  a  person  for  procuring  a  marriage  by 
means  of  false  affidavits;  and  Mr.  Chitiy,  in  a  note,  says, 
*^  It  seems  doubtful  whether  an  indictment  for  perjury 
could  have  been  supported  in  this  case,  but  it  seems  most 
probable  that  it  might."  In  Bex  v.  Mawhey  (/)  it  is 
decided,  that  at  common  law  it  is  indictable  to  make  a 
false  certificate  to  mislead  the  Court;  and  in  ff Mealy 
V.  Neville  (g)  it  was  held,  that  a  person  knowingly  using 


(a)  2  Stro.  1160. 

(b)  Gro.  Elis.  609 ;  this  case  is  cited  as  an  authority  that  pexjuiy  will  lia 
for  a  false  oath  taken  in  a  Spiritual  Court,  2  Boll.  410  ;  IBol.  Abr.40;  16 
Vin.  Abr.  313 ;  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  69,  s.  3 ;  see  also  Bex  v.  Cfreep,  5  Hod. 
348. 

(e)  Cro.  Eliz.  185 ;  8,  C.l  Leon.  131,  Fierce  t.  Mowe. 

Id)  Buss.  &  By.  459.  (e)  Vol.  HI.  p.  713. 

(/)  6  T.  B.  619 ;  see  632,  635,  637.  (y)  8  East,  364. 
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a  false  affidavit  made  in  a  foreign  oountiy,  with  a  view  of  1849. 
perverting  public  jnstioe,  is  punishable  by  indictment;  that  beoTTT 
18,  supposing  it  to  be  a  judicial  proceeding ;  but,  if  it  is  not 
80,  still  it  is  a  matter  affecting  the  public  in  a  manner 
which  ordinary  care  and  skill  could  not  guard  against,  and 
as  such  it  is  indictable.  Bex  v.  Wheatley  (a)  isto  the  same 
effect :  and  on  the  same  principle,  in  JRex  v.  Osborne  (5)  it 
was  held  that  selling  short  measure  was  not  indictable,  but 
selling  by  short  measure  was;  for,  as  observed  by  Wilmot,  J., 
the  first  is  in  everybody's  power  to  prevent,  "  whereas  a 
blse  measnre  is  a  general  imposition  upon  the  public  which 
cannot  be  well  discovered:"  this  case  was  referred  to  in 
Ycung  v.  Rex  (c),  by  Buller,  J.,  as  the  best  test  of  the 
pxindple  upon  which  the  Courts  had  gone.  There  was  also 
the  case  of  Bex  v.  De  Beauvotr  (cQ,  in  which  Lord  Denman, 
in  giving  judgment,  says,  ^^  It  is  a  misdemeanour  falsely 
to  take  an  oath,  which  a  party  is  required  by  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment to  take  before  a  magistrate."  In  Bex  v.  Smith  (g), 
Ashhurst,  J.,  said  that  there  was  no  sort  of  doubt  that  to 
obstroct  the  execution  of  a  statute  is  an  offence  at  common 
law:  he  also  cited  Bex  v.  Jones  (/).  It  had  also  been 
objected,  that  it  was  not  stated  that  the  license  to  marry 
W8S  in  writing ;  but  it  was  to  be  observed  that  the  offence 
was  stated  in  the  very  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
which  has  always  been  held  sufficient,  Walter  v.  BumbaU 
ig) ;  and,  from  Wilson  v.  Nightingale  (A),  it  would  appear 
that  where  a  statute  required  a  written  notice  to  be  given, 
it  is  sufficient  to  aver  that  notice  has  been  given  according 
to  the  form  of  the  statute,  and  that  it  is  imnecessaiy  to  state 


(a)  2  Boxr.  1127.  {h)  3  Burr.  1697. 

(«)  3  T.  B.  98.  (rf)  7  0.  &  P.  17. 

(«)  Dong.  446.  (/)  2  B.  &  Ad.  611. 

(jf)  4  Hod.  388;  iS.  C7. 1  Ld.  Baym.  63. 
(A)  8  Q.  B.  1034. 
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1849.       upon  the  faoe  of  the  instrument  that  such  notice  was  a 

itBG.  t>.      written  notice ;  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  it. 

PAtnw,  in  reply. — ^All  through  the  indictment  it  is  al- 
leged that  the  person  had  authority  to  administer  the  oatL 
It  is  begging  the  whole  question  to  say  that  they  had  the 
power  proprid  vigore.  No  oath  was  administered  up  to 
1603,  and  then  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  for  the  first  time 
assumed  the  power.  All  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side 
are  offences  against  some  Court  of  Law.  No  doubt,  those  are 
offences  against  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown;  but  there  is 
no  case  bearing  upon  the  present  question.  Rex  v.  Oabom 
is  a  decision  in  favour  of  the  defendant ;  merely  to  get  the 
license  is  not  indictable ;  but  following  it  up,  by  using  it, 
would  be.  [Parkey  B. — ^If  a  step  be  taken  by  an  act  done 
towards  a  misdemeanour,  can  you  get  out  of  the  fact  that 
that  is  in  itself  a  misdemeanour,  as  when  a  person  attempts 
to  get  a  seal  engraved  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Bank  ?] 
In  this  case  it  might  have  been  an  offence  to  which  the  party 
would  have  been  liable  had  he  been  charged  with  the  intent* 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  feel  that  I  ought  to  make  an 
apology  to  the  Bench  for  having  reserved  this  case,  and  my 
apology  is,  that  both  counsel  at  the  trial  thought  there  was 
a  point ;  and  therefore,  if  I  had  undertaken  the  considera- 
tion of  the  question  at  the  time,  it  would  have  materially 
delayed  the  assizes.  But,  if  I  had  looked  at  the  point  at 
the  time,  I  should  have  felt  it  to  have  been  my  duty  to  have 
disposed  of  it  at  once,  and  not  to  have  troubled  the  Court 
with  a  matter  upon  which  there  can  be  no  possible  doubt. 
[He  here  stated  the  facts.]  It  is  a  proceeding,  in  a  public 
matter  of  the  greatest  concernment,  before  a  public  officer 
exercising  the  power  of  administering  the  oath,  it  is  ad- 
mitted, ever  since  the  year  1603 ;  and  by  the  statute  of  * 
4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76,  bound  to  exercise  it.  Here  the  surro* 
gate,  in  the  exercise  of  that  power,  is  induced  to  grant 
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the  license  upon  a  statement  to  wHeh  the  prisoner  makes       1849. 

oath.    It  is  said  the  Act  was  not  completed;  that  the       Bxa.v, 

marriage  was  not  solemnized,  although  it  is  admitted     Csa"^^- 

the  power  for  doing  so  was  obtained ;  hut  any  one  unlawful 

step  towards  the  completion  of  that  which  in  law  would  be 

a  misdemeanour,  is  in  itself  undoubtedly  a  misdemeanour. 

The  authority  of  the  surrogate  to  administer  the  oath  does 

not  depend  upon  the  truth  of  the  applicant's  statement. 

Here  a  false  oath  has  been  taken,  and  it  is  clear  that  this 

is  a  misdemeanour. 

Parks,  B. — ^I  agree  with  my  Lord.  I  think  the  third 
count  supported.  With  respect  to  the  affidavit,  what 
appears  upon  oath  is  clearly  that  the  woman  had  resided 
in  the  parish  for  fifteen  days,  that  is  clearly  perjury ;  a 
marriage  is  a  matter  of  a  public  nature,  and  there  was  an 
endeavour  to  obtain  it  by  means  of  a  false  oath.  The  only 
remaining  question  is — Whether  the  third  count  is  good 
upon  the  face  of  it.  Whether  the  charge  of  taking  a  false  oath 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  marriage  license,  without  going 
on  to  say  that  the  marriage  was  solemnized,  is  a  misdemea- 
nour. I  am  of  opinion  it  is  sufficient,  and  therefore  the  judg- 
ment should  be  for  the  Crown. 

Patteson,  J. — ^It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether 
the  fifth  count  be  sustainable  or  not :  the  only  question  is, 
Whether  the  surrogate  had  power  to  administer  an  oath. 
He  had  general  power  to  administer  an  oath  in  matters  of 
marriage.  The  4  Geo.  IV.  does  not  give  the  power :  but  it 
flays,  ^^  that,  before  any  license  is  granted,  one  of  the  parties 
shall  personally  swear  before  the  surrogate,  or  other  person 
having  authority  to  grant  the  same,"  &c. :  it  seems  by  that 
he  has  the  power.  It  is  said  the  party  to  whom  the  oath 
was  administered  was  not  one  of  the  parties  to  be  married, 
although  he  represented  himself  to  be  so ;  so  that  the  party's 
own  fraud  is  to  be  taken  as  a  means  of  defeating  the  indict- 
ment.   I  think  it  is  sufficient  here,  that  it  is  stated  that  he 
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1849.       went  before  the  surrogate  with  intent  to  deoeiye  him,  a 

B^Eo^,      public  o£Soer,  and  to  obtain  the  oertifioate  from  hinL    Whe- 

Chapmah.     ^gp  jjQ  ^^  swear  the  other  matters  is  immaterial,  because  it 

is  dear  he  did  swear  that  the  woman  resided  in  the  parish. 

CoLTMAN  and  Williams,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Verdict  to  be  entered  on  the  third  count. 


TRINITY  TERM,  XII.  YIOT.  109 


Thb  Queek  against  William  Brisbt. 

1849. 

OBDEB   IN   BASTARDY.  Saturday, 


June  2, 


<*  This  was  an  indictment  for  disobeying  an  order  of  mere  justioes 
justiees,  dated  the  sixth  day  of  May,  1848,  and  was  tried  son  have  made 
at  the  Epiphany  Sussex  Sessions  at  Petworth.    The  de-  tt^y  wh^  is  ' 
fendant  was  found  guilty,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Sf©  o?it  ^d 
Court,  on  the  foUowing  case:-  ^^^jT 

"  On  1st  January,  1848,  Sarah  HoUist  obtamed  an  order  J^^i^JSoi^^ 
of  the  justices  against  the  defendant,  as  the  putative  father  ^^^tiTe  ]^ot 
of  her  bastard  child.    A  true  copy  of  that  order  is  here-  nave  been  ten- 

*  •'  dered  to  him, 

unto  annexed,  marked  with  the  letter  A.  (a)  snch  oider  may 

be  smiply  abaa« 
doned,  and  a 
f  \  u  A  new  one  made 

W     •^*  by  the  same  or 

*"  Snasez,  to  wit.    At  a  Pd;ty  Session  of  Her  Majest/s  Justices  of  the  by  other  jni* 
Peace  fyr  tiie  oonnty  of  Sussex,  holden  in  and  for  the  division  of  Lower     ^^* 
Anmdel,  in  the  said  county,  at  the  Town  HaU,  Petworth,  on  the  first  day  of 
Jannazy,  in  the  year  of  onr  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-eight, 
before  as,  Gtoorge  Wyndham  and  John  Luttman  Ellis,  Esquires,  two  of  Her 
Xajerty's  Justxces  of  the  Peace  for  the  said  county. 

"'Whereas,  one  Sarah  Hollist,  single  woman,  residing  at  Duneton, 
within  this  diyision,  did,  on  the  16th  day  of  Noyember,  in  the  year  of  onr 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-seven,  haying  been  deUvered  of  a 
bsatszd  child  within  twelye  calendar  months  prior  thereto,  make  application 
to  John  Luttman  Ellis,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace 
sctiug  for  the  division,  for  a  summons  to  be  served  upon  one  WiUiam  Brisby, 
of  Haslemere,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  grocer,  whom  she  alleged  to  be  the 
fithsr  of  the  said  child ;  and  the  said  Justice  thereupon  issued  his  summons  to 
ihs  said  William  Brisby,  to  appear  at  a  Petty  Session  to  be  holden  on  this  day 
fat  this  diyision,  in  which  the  said  Justice  usually  sits,  to  answer  her  complaint 
touching  the  premises. 

«<  <  And  whereas  the  said  William  Brisby,  having  been  duly  served  with  the 
nid  summons,  within  forty  days  from  the  fourth  day  of  December,  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-seven,  from  which  day  the  hearing  of  this 
esse  had  been  adjourned ;  and  the  said  Sarah  Hollist  having  now  applied  to  us 
the  Justices  in  Petty  Sessions  assembled,  for  an  order  upon  the  said  William 
Biial^,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 


Bbibbt. 
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1849.  "  This  order  was  served  upon  the  defendant,  but  no  pay- 

Em.v.       ment  was  made  by  him  under  it. 

'^  On  28th  day  of  April,  in  the  same  year,  the  jostioes 
who  had  made  the  order  of  the  Ist  January  made  a  super- 
sedeas of  the  same,  under  their  hands  and  seals.  This 
supersedeas  was  indorsed  on  the  said  order  of  the  1st 
January,  and  was  in  the  following  words : — 

" '  Whereas  it  doth  now  appear  unto  us,  George  Wynd- 
ham  and  John  Lutterman  Ellis,  Esqs.,  the  Justices  of  the 
Peace  above-named,  that  the  order  above  set  forth  is  by 
reason  of  certain  errors  therein,  and  omissions  therefrom, 
invalid  according  to  law;  and  being  advised  by  counsel,  that 


And  it  being  now  proved  to  us*  that  the  said  child  waj»— aince  the  paaslDg  of 
an  Act  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  thereign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled 
*'  An  Act  for  the  further  Amendment  of  the  Laws  relating  to  the  Poor  in 
England,"  that  is  to  say,  on  the  second  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
eighteen  hundred  and  forty-seven — ^bom  a  bastard  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Sarah  HoUist ;  and  we,  having  f  heard  the  evidence  of  such  woman  and  such 
other  evidence  aa  she  hath  produced,  and  the  evidence  of  the  said  Saiah 
HoUist,  the  mother  of  the  said  child,  having  been  corroborated  in  some 
material  particular  by  other  testimony  to  our  satisfaction,  do  hereby  adjudge 
the  said  William  Brisby  to  be  the  putative  father  of  the  said  bastasd  chQd. 
And,  having  regard^to  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  we  do  now  hereby  order 
that  the  said  William  Brisby  do  pay  unto  the  said  Sarah  HoUist,  the  mother 
of  the  said  bastard  child,  so  long  as  she  shall  live  and  be  of  sound  mind,  and 
shall  not  be  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  or  under  sentence  of  transportation,  or  to 
the  person  who  may  be  appointed  to  have  the  custody  of  eada.  bastard  child 
under  .the  provisions  of  the  said  statute,  the  sum  of  two  shillings  per  week, 
from  the  sixteenth  day  of  November  last  until  the  said  child  shaHl  attain  the 
age  of  thirteen  years,  or  shall  die,  or  the  said  Sarah  Hollist  shall  marry.  And 
we  do  hereby  further  order  the  said  William  Brisby  to  pay  to  the  said  Sarah 
HoUist  the  sum  of  one  pound  two  shiUings,  being  the  costs  incurred  in 
obtaining.this  order. 

"  *  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  at  the  sessions  aforesaid. 

"  '  Gbobos  Wtivshaic.    (l.  8.) 
"*J.L.  Ellis,    (l.  b.)»  " 


*  "In  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said ,"  which  appear  in  the 

printed  form  siven  by  the  statute,  were  erroneously  stiruck  out.  See  8  &  9 
vict.  c.  10.  schedule  No.  8. 

t  * '  In  tne  presence  and  hearing  of ,"  again  struck  out. 
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soch  order  is  so  invalid,  we  do  therefore  hereby  absolutely  and  1849. 
irrevocably  supersede,  annul,  and  make  void  the  said  order.  B,m.v, 
CKven  under  our  hands  and  seals,  this  twenty-eighth  day  of  b»«»Y' 
ApnL 

"  *  Gbobge  Wyndham,  (l.  s.) 

"'J.  L.  Ellis,  (l.s.)' 

**  This  supersedeas  was  on  the  same  day  served  upon  the 
defendant,  and  a  tender  was  made  him,  but  dedined,  of  a 
sum  sufficient  to  cover  all  the  costs  actually  incurred  by 
him,  in  consequence  of  the  said  first  order. 

'^  On  the  following  day,  the  29th  of  April,  Sarah  Hollist 
made  another  complaint,  and  a  fresh  summons  was  there- 
upon issued  against  the  defendant,  requiring  him  to  appear 
at  a  Petty  Session  of  the  Peace,  holden  on  the  6th  day  of 
May,  to  answer  such  complaint  of  the  said  Sarah  Hollist, 
respecting  the  same  bastard  child.  The  justice  who 
granted  the  summons  was  one  of  the  justices  who  made 
the  said  first  order  and  executed  the  said  supersedeas. 

''  The  defendant  protested  against  the  said  justices,  at 
such  last-mentioned  Fetiy  Sessions,  having  jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the  said  complaint  of  the  said 
Sarah  Hollist  against  him,  as  there  had  already  been  a 
judicial  hearing  and  adjudication  by  a  competent  tribunal 
on  the  same,  and  as  the  said  order  of  the  1st  of  January, 
touching  the  same  subject-matter,  was  still  in  existence. 

'*  The  justices— one  of  them  being  the  same  Mr.  Ellis 
who  had  made  the  former  order  and  supersedeas,  and  who 
had  issued  the  last  summons — considering  that  they  had 
jurisdiction,  made  another  order  against  the  defendant 
respecting  the  said  complaint  of  the  said  Sarah  Hollist, 
respecting  the  said  bastard  child,  which  said  last-mentioned 
order  is  hereunto  annexed,  marked  with  the  letter  B.  (a) 

(fl)  It  18  QimeoesBary  to  set  this  ojat,  no  objection  haying  been  made  to  the 
fozm  of  it. 
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1849.  ^^  This  order  was  duly  served  upon  the  defendant,  who 

eeo.  V,      refused  to  pay  under  it. 

Bbisbt.  u  j^  ^q  f  j^jg  ^^j^  admitted  upon  the  trial ;  hut  it  was 

contended,  on  hehalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the  second  order 
was  made  without  jurisdiction,  as  there  had  been  a  previous 
judicial  hearing  and  adjudication  on  thesamesubject-matter, 
and  a  previous  order  made  thereon,  and  which,  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  second  order,  had  not  been  granted  on 
appeal,  but  was  still  in  existence.  It  was  argued  for  the 
prosecution,  that  as  the  first  order  was  an  invalid  one  and 
had  been  duly  superseded,  and  as  a  sufficient  tender  of  all 
costs  occasioned  by  it  had  been  made  to  the  defendant 
before  the  summons  for  the  second  order  was  issued,  the 
justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the  second  order,  notwith- 
standing there  had  been  a  former  one  on  the  same  subject- 
matter. 

^'  If  the  Court  should  be  of  this  opinion,  the  verdict  of 
guilty  is  to  stand;  and,  if  not,  the  verdict  is  to  be  set  aside, 
and  one  of  not  guilty  entered. 

«T.   DOTLE, 

"  Chairman.'* 

. 

Creasy  for  the  defendant. — [^Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — Does 
any  Act  of  Parliament  give  the  power  to  supersede  the 
order  P]  No ;  the  magistrates  had  no  authority  for  such  a 
proceeding,  and  therefore  when  the  second  order  was  made 
the  first  was  in  existence.  This  point  had  been  much  dis- 
cussed in  a  recent  case  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
Eeg,  V.  Hinchliffe  (a),  but  was  not  there  decided.  He 
would  first  call  attention  to  the  supersedeas,  and  he  would 
contend  that  it  was  a  mere  nullity.  It  was  admitted  that 
the  first  order  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  allege  that 
the  fact  was  ^'  proved  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 

(fl)  10  Q.  B.  366 ;  S,  C,  16  L.  J.,  M.  C.  78. 
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defendant"  (a).  No  question  arose  upon  the seoond  order.  1849. 
He  would  first  consider  what  is  a  supersedeas,  and  whether  -Bjsa^v. 
the  magistrates  had  authority  to  make  it.  Several  instances  Bmsbt. 
of  supersedeas  are  to  be  met  with,  but  they  are  all  cases  of 
oommitment ;  and  for  this  ex  parte  proceeding  a  superse- 
deas maybe  had.  But  there  is  no  case  of  a  supersedeas  in 
a  matter  like  the  present,  where  the  parties  have  been 
heard,  and  the  magistrates  have  given  a  decision.  In 
osders  of  removal  also  instances  may  be  found,  but  the  in- 
rtmment  commonly  called  an  order  of  removal,  is  merely  a 
warrant ;  and  if  he  could  show  that  a  supersedeas  does  not 
neoeflsarily  annul  It,  it  would  appear  d  fortiori  that  an 
Older  like  the  present  could  not  be  thereby  annulled. 
[^Parke^  B. — Could  the  first  order  be  enforced?]  No. 
[Parkef  B. — ^Then  it  is  a  nullity,  void  on  the  face  of  it ; 
and,  therefore,  why  go  through  any  form  upon  it  ?  Lord 
Dentnan^  C.  J. — ^I  think  the  Court  decided  this  question 
upon  the  last  paper  day.  J*.  J.  Johnson^  who  appeared 
in  support  of  the  second  order,  said  he  believed  that  was 
80  in  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  T/iomas  (i).]  The  law  provides 
oertain  modes  by  which  such  orders  may  be  got  rid  of,  and 
these  modes  must  be  followed.  Here  the  proper  course 
would  have  been  to  remove  it  by  certiorari,  and  then  to 
quash  it.  AH  those  cases,  in  which  the  orders  have  been 
got  rid  of  and  fresh  ones  have  been  made,  are  cases  where 
there  has  been  a  consent  between  the  parties  that  it  should 
be  so;  Bex  v.  Llanrhydd{c).  [Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — 
This  distinction  is  constantly  kept  alive  upon  orders  of 
removal;  the  supersedeas  is  practically  nugatory.]  It  then 
resolves  itself  into  a  question  of  jurisdiction  on  this  matter. 
What  are  the  powers  given  by  the  statute  in  making  these 


(«)  Sea  Ssff,  T.  Grafton,  Luke  of,  17  L.  J.,  M.  0. 125. 
(&)  Not  yet  reported. 

(c)  Buxr.  S.  C.  668;  Me  B$g,  v.  TownMtaU,  3  Q.  B.  367;  S,  C,  12  L.  J., 
1LC.72. 
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1849.       bastardy  orders  ?    The  statute  gives  the  power  of  makmg 
uj^^       one,  and  only  one,  application  to  the  magistrates,  and  then 
Bbibby.      tjiejr  jurisdiction  is  exhausted.    It  is  said,  in  Paley  on 
Convictions  (a),  ^'  All  the  justices  of  each  district  are  e^ual 
in  authority ;  but  as  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  public  in* 
terest,  as  well  as  indecent  ((),  that  there  should  be  a  con-' 
test  between  different  justices,  it  is  agreed,  that  the  juiis* 
diction  in  any  particular  case  attaches  in  the  first  set  of 
magistrates  duly  authorized,  who  have  possession  and  cog- 
nizance of  the  fact ;  to  the  exclusion  of  the  separate  juris- 
diction of  aU  others.    So  that  the  acts  of  any  other,  except 
in  conjunction  with  the  first,  axe  not  only  void,  but  such  a 
breach  of  the  law  as  subjects  them  to  indictment."    Bex  v. 
Saimhury  {c) ;  there  the  marginal  note  is,  ^^  When  two  sets 
of  magistrates  have  a  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  one  ap- 
points a  meeting  to  grant  ale  licenses,  their  jurisdiction  at- 
taches so  as  to  exclude  the  others  appointing  a  subsequent 
meeting ;  but  they  may  all  meet  together  on  the  first  day. 
But  if,  after  such  appointment,  the  other  set  of  mag^istrates 
meet  on  a  subsequent  day,  and  grant  other  licenses,  their 
proceeding  is  illegal,  and  the  subject  of  an  indictment/' 
[Parke^  B. — ^Tou  have  to  make  out  that  there  can  be  only 
one  application  for  this  order,  and  that  the  parties  are  con- 
fined in  making  that  application  to  one  set  of  justices.] 
That  is  so ;  by  the  stat.  4  &  6  WiU.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  72,  it  is 
enacted,  "that  when  any  child  shall  hereafter  be  bom  a 
bastard,  and  shall,"  &c.,  "  become  chargeable  to  any  parish, 
the  overseers  or  guardians  of  such  parish,  or  the  guardians 
of  any  union  in  which,"  &c., "  may,  if,"  &c.,  "  after,"  &c., 
"  apply  to  the  next  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  which,"  &c.,  "  for  an  order  upon 
the  person  whom  they  shall  charge  with  being  the  putative 

(a)  Page  27. 

if))  See  alaojp^  Lord  Eenyon,  0.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Saimhury,  4  T.  B.  466. 

le)  4T.B.461. 
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father/'  &o.  "  And  the  Court  to  whioh  such  applioation  1849. 
flhall  he  made,  shall  proceed  to  hear  evidence  thereon;  and  Bxa,v 
if  it  fihall  he  satisfied  after  hearing  hoth  parties,  that  the  3bisbt. 
penon  so  charged  is  really  and  in  truth  the  father  of  such 
child,  it  shall  make  such  order  upon  such  person  in  that 
respect  as,"  &c.  The  jurisdiction  is  wholly  spent  in 
in  airing  the  first  order;  there  is  no  provision  for  any  second 
application*  By  stat.  2  &  3  Yict.  c.  85,  s.  1,  it  is  enacted, 
*^  that  the  guardians  of  any  parish,"  &c.,  ^'  may,  if  they 
think  proper,  at  any  time  within  three  calendar  months 
after  such  child  shaU  become  chargeable,  apply  to  the 
Justices  of  the  Peace  holding  any  special  or  petty  session  in 
and  for,"  &c.,  **  for  an  order  upon  the  person  whom  they 
shall  oharge  with  being  the  putative  father  of  such  child," 
&0.;  ''and  the  Justices  then  and  there  assembled,  not 
being  less  than  two,  shall  proceed  with  respect  to  the  appli- 
cation, and  shall  have  all  the  powers  and  duties  in  regard 
thereunto,  whioh  are  given  to  the  Court  of  G-eneral 
Quarter  Sessions,  by  4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c  76."  The  inten- 
tion of  this  statute  was  te  transfer  to  the  Justices  acting 
in  petty  session  the  same  power  that  they  had  at  the 
quarter  sessions,  and  that  power  was  in  no  way  extended. 
Then  came  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101  (a),  under  which 
the  present  orders  were  made.  This  statute  was  modified 
by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  10;  the  latter  statute  was  not  however 
material  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  inquiry.  Sections 
2  and  3  of  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  were  the  important 
sections.  By  section  2,  it  is  enacted,  ^Hhat  any  single 
woman  who  may  be  with  child,  or  who  may  be  delivered  of 
a  bastard  child,  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  or  who  has 
been  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  within  the  period  of  six 

(•)  By  lect.  1,  *'  All  powers  for  obtaining  or  making  an  order  upon  any 
potatiTe  father  for  the  maintenance  of  a  bafltazd  child,  shall  ceaae  and  determine 
except  aa  *  thereinafter  proTided.' " 

VOL.  I.  K 
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1849.  calendar  months  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  may,  either 
jsisa.v,  before  the  birth  or  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  from 
the  birth  of  such  ohild,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  upon 
proof  that  the  man  alleged  to  be  the  father  of  such  (Mid 
has,  within  twelve  months  next  after  the  birth  of  snch  ohnd, 
paid  money  for  its  maintenanoe,  make  application  to  any 
one  Justice  of  the  Peace  acting  for  the  petty-sessional 
division  of  the  county,  or  for  the  city,  borough  or  plaoe  in 
which  she  may  reside,  for  a  summons  to  be  served  on  the 
man  alleged  by  her  to  be  the  father  of  such  child;  and  if 
such  application  be  made  before  the  birth  of  the  child,  the 
woman  shall  make  a  deposition  upon  oath,  stating  who  is 
the  father  of  such  child,  and  such  Justice  of  the  Peace  shall 
thereupon  issue  his  summons  to  the  person  alleged  to  be 
the  father  of  such  child,  to  appear  at  a  Petty  Session  to  be 
holden  after  the  expiration  of  six  days  at  least,  for  the  petty- 
sessional  division,  city,  borough  or  other  place  in  whicbi  such 
Justice  usually  acts.  And  by  section  3,  it  is  enacted, "  that 
after  the  birth  of  such  bastard  child,  on  the  appearance 
of  the  person  so  summoned,  or  on  proof  that  the  summons 
was  duly  served  on  such  person  or  left  at  his  last  plaoe  of 
abode,  six  days  at  least  before  the  Petty  Session,  the  Jus- 
tices in  such  Petty  Session  shall  hear  the  evidence  of  such 
woman,  and  such  other  evidence  as  she  may  produce,  and 
shall  also  hear  any  evidence  tendered  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
person  alleged  to  be  the  father;  and  if  the  evidence  of  the 
mother  be  corroborated  in  some  material  psuiicular  by  other 
testimony  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  Justices,  they  may 
adjudge  the  man  to  be  the  putative  father  of  such  bastard 
child;  and  they  may  also,  if  they  see  fit,  having  regard 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  proceed  to  make  an 
order  on  the  putative  father  for  the  payment,"  &c.  This 
is  all  the  jurisdiction  the  Justices  have  under  the  statutes. 
IParke^  B. — ^You  say  the  jurisdiction  is  restricted  to  the 
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first  two  Jnstioes  by  whom  the  oider  was  made,  and  that  1849. 
no  others  have  any  power.]  That  is  so,  if  an  order  be  Bxa.v, 
made,  Beg.  v.  Gloucestershire  (a).  It  was  unneoessary 
lor  him  to  oontend  that  immediately  upon  application  the 
power  is  exhausted ;  but  when  there  has  been  a  decision 
and  an  order  made,  the  jurisdiction  is  determined,  unless 
mich  order  be  got  rid  of  by  certiorari  or  appeal.  If  the 
BBOond  set  of  magistrates  may  look  to  the  order  of  the 
former  ones,  to  see  if  it  be  valid,  and  then  make  a  second 
Older,  there  will  be  frequently  two  good  orders  ft-yigHng  at 
{he  same  time.  He  knew  that  he  should  be  met  with  the 
objeotion  that  the  man  might  have  appealed,  but  the  woman 
oould  not :  the  woman,  however,  might  have  removed  it  by 
certiorari,  and  the  order  would  then  have  been  quashed, 
and  a  new  order  made.  [^Coltmafiy  J. — ^Do  you  say  this 
is  a  nullity,  or  not  a  nuUityP]  He  objected  to  the  word 
nnlUty — ^it  was  invalid — ^but  it  had  so  much  legal  force,  that 
while  it  was  in  operation,  no  other  magistrates  could  act. 
[CoUman,  J. — ^You  contend  that  although  it  was  so  invalid 
tiiat  it  might  be  got  rid  of  by  certain  proceedings,  still  it 
was  in  force.]  He  said  it  was  res  j'ttdieata^  and  must  be 
got  rid  of  in  a  legal  manner.  It  was  admitted  that  the 
supersedeas  was  entirely  inoperative ;  if  that  were  so  why 
did  they  endeavour  to  get  rid  of  it  P  He  then  cited  Prid' 
geon^s  case  {b)f  Bex  v.  Tenant  {c)j  Bex  v.  Smith  {d).  He 
took  the  effect  of  those  cases  to  be,  that  where  a  proceed- 
ing of  this  nature  is  had  before  a  Court  of  Petty  Ses- 
non,  they  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Quarter 
SeesioDs;  and  that  when  a  hearing  has  taken  place,  it  is  in- 
competent to  apply  to  two  other  Justices  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  second  order.     In  Beg.  v.   Buckmgham' 


(a)  Not  yet  reported. 

\b)  Jon.  W.  330;  see  also  8,  C,  Cro.  Car.  341. 
(c)  2Ld.  Baym.  1423;  see  also  ^.  C7.  2  Stra.  716. 
((?)  2  Biibt.  342,  part  u. 
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1849.  shire  (a),  a  woman  applied  for  an  order  of  affiliation  to  the 
Bbo.  c.  Justices  of  the  petty-sessional  division  in  county  A.,  and 
Bbibby.  ^qjj  refused.  She  subsequently  removed  into  county  B., 
and  then  made  a  second  application,  and  the  Justices  made 
an  order,  which,  on  appeal,  was  confirmed  by  the  Quarter 
Sessions: — ^held,  that  as  the  Petty  Sessions  and  the 
Quarter  Sessions  had  general  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ject-matter, they  were  bound  to  hear  and  determine  suoh 
second  complaint ;  and  that  although  proof  of  the  former 
application  having  been  dismissed  upon  the  merits  tcould 
ham  been  a  good  answer  to  such  second  appUcatiotiy  neither 
the  decision  of  the  Justices,  nor  of  the  Quarter  Sessions, 
could  be  reviewed  by  this  Court.  [Parkey  B. — ^In  that 
case  it  was  not  considered  as  a  matter  of  jurisdiction,  but 
as  a  matter  of  evidence.]  That  was  so,  and  he  felt  it 
might  be  used  against  him ;  and  it  was  because  of  that, 
that  he  had  troubled  the  Court  with  the  old  cases,  to  show 
that  it  is  a  matter  of  jurisdiction.  In  Bex  v.  Jenkin  (£), 
Lord  Hardwicke,  C.  J.,  in  speaJdng  of  the  authority  of 
Justices  out  of  Session,  in  cases  of  bastardy,  says,  ^'  When 
their  opinion  was  given,  it  should  not  be  drawn  over  again 
by  the  same  Court,  or  by  two  Justices ;  it  would  be  absurd 
that  when  two  Justices  have  power  by  law  to  make  original 
orders,  and  the  Sessions  have  power  of  appeal  from  those 
orders,  as  well  as  by  original  application,  that  two  Justices 
might  alter  their  orders,  when  those  veiy  orders  of  altera- 
tion may  be  reversed  by  the  Quarter  Sessions."  This  case 
is  not  at  all  shaken  by  iZ^^.  v.  Buckinghamshire  (o).  There 
was  then  the  question  why  a  form  should  be  gone  through 
to  get  rid  of  an  order  which  is  bad  upon  the  face  of  it. 
The  case  of  Barons  v.  Luscombe  (e2),  was  an  authority 


(a)  18  L.  J.,  M.  C.  113. 

lb)  Ca.  t.  Hard.  301 ;  8.C,2  Seas.  Ca.  229. 

(e)  18  L.  J.,  M.  C.  113. 

W  3  Ad.  & E.  589 ;  S,  C.i L.  J.,  M .  C.  109. 
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Bhowing  the  neoesaity  of  such  a  proceeding.  \Parkey  B.  1849. 
—There  the  order  was  good  upon  the  face  of  it.]  In  Reg,  -Rm.v. 
T.  Fordham  (a),  there  were  many  defects  upon  the  face  of 
the  order.  So  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Cheshire  (i),  where  the 
Justices  had  made  an  order,  defective  in  point  of  form, 
against  which  the  party  gave  the  Justices  notice  of  appeal, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  Justices  could  not  amend  the 
order;  so  here  d  fortiori^  they  could  not  cancel  it.  The 
i^lidar  legal  mode  must  be  adopted  of  getting  rid  of  it ; 
and  so  long  as  the  order  is  in  existence,  they  cannot  make 
another :  and  for  this  purpose  there  is  no  other  course  than 
by  applying  for  a  certiorari.  [Parke^  B. — ^If  this  order 
had  been  quashed  on  appeal,  or  moved  by  certiorari,  would 
any  other  Justices  have  had  jurisdiction  P]  They  might. 
\Parke^  B. — ^Do  you  contend  the  whole  jurisdiction  is  con- 
fined, as  under  the  old  law,  to  the  first  two  Justices  F  if  so, 
the  quashing  would  be  of  no  avail] 

JoAiMon,  J.  J.J  in  support  of  the  order. — This  question 
has  ahready  been  virtuaUy  decided.  In  Reg»  v.  Hinch'^ 
Vffe  {c)j  the  order  was  good  upon  the  face  of  it.  [Pa^- 
ietorif  J. — That  was  a  particular  case,  turning  upon  affi- 
dayits.]  In  this  case  nothing  had  been  done  upon  the  first 
order ;  no  notice  of  appeal  had  been  given.  It  had  been 
attempted  to  draw  a  distinction  between  null  and  void,  and 
invalid.  It  is  said  the  Justices  are  functus  officio  as  soon 
as  they  have  exercised  an  authority ;  even  though  such  ex- 
erdfie  be  invalid.  If  that  were  so,  the  principle  would  apply 
as  well  to  orders  of  removal,  as  to  orders  in  bastardy ;  it 
would  oome  to  this,  that  when  an  application  is  made  by  a 
poor  woman,  and  the  order  is  bad,  by  reason  of  the  omission 
of  the  clerk  to  insert  some  words  immaterial,  except  as 
\)emg  declaratory  of  the  fact,  the  statute  would  be  nuga- 

(a)  11  Ad.  ft  E.  73. 

\b)  5  B.  ft  Ad.  439 ;  2  L.  J.,  M.  C.  95. 

(<;)  10  Q.  B.  356 ;  8»  €.  16  L.  J.,  M.  C.  78. 
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1849.       tory,  for  it  would  be  impossible  for  her  to  move  for 
ito^Tv!      a  certiorari.    Supposmg  an  application  made,  and  the 
Bbibbt.      Jufltioefl  to  entertain  it,  and  refuse  to  make  any  order,  it 
would  be  clearly  a  judicial  decision,  and  would,  aooording 
to  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  conclude  them  and 
all  other  justices.    If  that  be  the  result  of  the  argu- 
ment, there  is  express  authority  that  the  mere  fact  of 
diflmiflHal  by  a  magistrate  will  not  exclude  other  magis- 
trates horn  entertaining  the  case.    Beg.  v.   Jenktn{a). 
If  they  make  no  order  it  is  no  legal  exercise  of  their  judicial 
authority ;  yet,  (according  to  the  argument  on  the  other 
side,  no  other  application  could  be  made ;  so  that  it  would 
operate  as  an  acquittal;)  and  then  it  comes  within  the 
principle  of  Bex  v.  Jenkin^  which  shows  that  application 
may  be  made  to  two  other  justices,  after  a  former  applica- 
tion to  two  justices  .having  jurisdiction.    And  it  is  also 
said,  in  Bex  v.  Jenkins  that  the  power  to  make  orders  in 
bastardy  (depending  on  stat.  18  Eliz.  c.  3)  "  is  not  a  power 
of  judicature  or  conviction  "  (i).    If,  after  a  refusal  by  two 
justices  to  make  an  order,  other  justices  may  make  the 
order,  d  fortiori  might  it  be  made  in  this  case,  when  the 
first  order  was  merely  formally  invalid.    It  has  also  been 
assumed  in  various  cases,  that  the  magistrates  have  the 
power  to  make  a  second  order.    Orders  of  removal  are 
constantly  superseded,  and  yet  there  is  no  legislative  enact- 
ment authorizing  the  supersedeas.     {Lord  Dmman^  C.  J. 
— ^Those  are  all  cases  of  consent.]    In  Beg.  v.  Bridge 
man{c)j  it  is  expressly  admitted  by  counsel,  that  if  a 
former  order  be  bad  a  second  order  might  be  made.    That 
was  a  case  in  which  the  justices  at  petty  session  refused 
to  hear  an  application  for  an  order  in  bastardy;  unless  it 

(a)  2  Seas.  Ca.  229 ;  S.  C,  Ca.  t.  Hard.  301. 

(fi)  From  Rex  v.  Jenkin^  aemble,  an  order  made  at  Quarter  Sessions  only 
is  final. 
(0  2N.  S.  C.  232;  S,  C.  15 L.  J.,  M.  C.  44. 
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was  shown  that  a  foimer  order,  said  to  have  been  made  by  1849. 
the  same  juatiees,  was  qnashed,  and  not  qnashed  npon  the  ^bo.  v. 
merits.  This  is  analogous  to  an  order  of  removal  invalid  ^»isbt. 
upon  the  face  of  it,  where  it  is  not  only  competent  to  the 
magistrates  to  do  away  with  it,  bnt  it  has  been  again  and 
again  recommended  by  the  Conrt  that  such  a  course  should 
be  adopted.  All  the  authorities  upon  this  subject  are  to 
he  found  in  Reg.  v.  ITieWest  Biding  of  Yorkshire  (a).  In 
that  case  (5),  Lord  Denman  observes,  "  It  is  a  beneficial 
practice  that,  when  a  valid  technical  objection  to  the  order 
is  pointed  out,  the  removing  parish  should  give  it  up  and 
by  to  procure  another  order,  which  may  be  maintainable 
on  the  merits."  And  in  Beg.  v.  St.  Pancras  (c),  his  Lord- 
ship also  observes,  ''We  have  frequently  recommended, 
from  this  place,  that  an  objectionable  order  should  be  aban- 
doned by  those  who  obtained  it ;  and  another,  free  from 
objection,  applied  for."  That  is  the  very  course  which  has 
been  pursued  in  this  case ;  or,  if  there  be  any  difference  in 
the  cases,  this  is  the  stronger,  inasmuch  as  the  order  was 
abandoned  by  the  same  justices  who  made  it.  He  again 
referred  to  Beg.  v.  Buckinghaimhirej  which  showed  that 
the  magistrates  had  jurisdiction  to  make  a  second  order, 
the  former  one  being  invalid.  He  also  cited  Maunder  v. 
CoUeU{d)y  where  it  was  held  that  a  defendant  might  waive 
aa  order  for  particulars.  Wickena  v.  Cox  (e)  was  upon  the 
same  point.  MeDougaU  v.  Nicholh  (/)  decided  that  a 
party  obtaining  an  order  may  always  abandon  it.  {JPatte^ 
•cm,  J. — ^Had  the  orders  been  served  in  those  cases  F]  He 
believed  they  had:  it  was  so  in  Maunder  v.  CoUetL 
Those  cases  showed  clearly  that  the  order  might  be  aban- 
doned without  any  supersedeas,  or  any  certiorari    He 


(«)  2  a  B.  705 ;  iSr.  0. 11  L.  J.,  M.  C.  57.  {b)  Ibid.  p.  713. 

(0  3  Q.  B.  352 ;  8.  C.  12  L.  J.,  M.  G.  62. 

(<0  3C.  B.  654;  8.  C.  16 L.  J.,  0.  P.  17. 

(0  4M.ftW.67.  (/)  dAd.ft£.813. 
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1849.  admitted  the  general  principle,  in  Bex  v.  Tenant  and  Besp 
jizQ,v,  "^'  ^^i^K  tiiat  a  person  cannot  be  twice  put  in  peril  upon 
Beisby.  ^q  eiomQ  fact,  but  here  the  party  has  never  been  in  peril  at 
all ;  for  it  is  admitted  that  no  proceedings  could  have  been 
taken  upon  the  first  order;  and  in  those  cases  a  second 
order  was  quashed,  because  the  former  order  had  been  dis- 
charged  by  the  Quarter  Sessions  upon  the  merits.  In  the 
other  oases  referred  to,  the  orders  were  valid  upon  the  face 
of  them.  He  did  not  know  whether  it  was  so  in  the 
case  of  the  Poor  Bate,  but  that  was  no  analogous  case ; 
for  there  the  order  is  not  made  by  the  justice,  they  have 
merely  a  ministerial  office ;  besides,  it  afEects  the  whole 
parish,  and  any  one  may  appeal  against  it.  All  the  cases 
cited  on  the  other  side  are  to  be  distinguished  as  oases  in 
which  some  steps  had  been  taken  upon  the  order  (a),  or 
the  party  was  put  in  peril  by  the  first  order  and  could  not 
be  jeopardised  a  second  time ;  or  the  order  was  good  upon 
the  face  of  it ;  in  which  cases  perhaps  it  could  only  be  got 
rid  of  by  certiorari.  But  these  cases  do  not  apply  where 
the  order  is  upon  the  face  of  it  invalid.  [Parke^  B. — 
Where  the  order  is  valid  upon  the  face  of  it,  it  may  be 
enforced  in  the  mean  time.]  A  distinction  between  invalid 
and  void  was  contended  for  in  respect  of  the  first  order ; 
if  void,  it  is  a  mere  nullity ;  if  invalid,  authority  has  been 
quoted  which  shows,  that  where  magistrates  have  made  an 
invalid  order  they  may  make  another.  He  therefore  sub- 
mitted the  verdict  must  be  entered  for  the  Grown. 

Creasy  in  reply. — ^There  is  a  distinction  between  orders 
of  removal  and  this  order.  In  Reg.  v.  St.  Pancras,  Lord 
Denman  says,  ^'  An  order  of  removal  is  merely  a  warrant 
to  parish  officers  to  take  the  pauper  to  the  parish  indicated" 
and  it  is  founded  on  ex  parte  examinations ;  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  it  is  called  a  warrant,  although  ordinarily  called 

(«)  £ee  £eff.  v.  Middlesex,  11  Ad.  &  £.  109;  S.C.9L,  J.,  IL  G.  59. 
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an  order.  It  is  said  that  Eex  v.  Jenkin  is  a  distinct  1849. 
authorify  in  favour  of  the  Crown;  but,  if  we  look  to  the  ^^^  ^ 
stat.  18  Eliz.  0.  3,  nnder  which  that  case  was  decided,  we  Beibbt. 
find  the  enactment  not  at  all  analogous  to  the  present 
statute.  {JParke^  B. — Suppose  the  parties  go  before  two 
juBtioes,  and  afterwards  for  some  reason  withdraw,  they 
might  go  to  two  others.]  There  has  been  some  doubt  upon 
it)  for  in  that  case  the  woman  might  go  to  seyeral,  until 
she  came  to  those  disposed  to  give  her  the  most  money: 
attention  has  been  drawn  to  Judge's  orders,  and  it  is  said 
the  parties  obtaining  them  may  abandon  them;  that  has 
been  said  to  be  like  the  present  case;  but  what  is  wanted 
on  the  other  aide  is  an  authority  to  show,  not  that  the 
parties  may  abandon  the  order,  but  that  they  may  obtain 
a  second  order,  while  there  is  a  prior  one  in  fuU  force  upon 
the  same  matter. 

LoBD  Dbnman,  C.  J. — ^The  first  order  being  altogether 
bad,  null  and  void,  could  have  no  operation;  it  appears  to 
me  dear  therefore,  upon  first  principles,  that  the  two  other 
jnsdoes  could  make  the  second  order,  and  therefore  it  was 
good,  and  that  disobedience  of  such  good  order  is  indictable. 

Pabke,  B. — I  also  think  that  the  prisoner  was  properly 
convicted;  if  the  two  justices  to  whom  application  was  first 
made,  had  refused  altogether,  it  is  admitted  the  others 
wonld  have  had  jurisdiction.  The  statute  gives  general 
jurisdiction  to  two  justices,  and  if  those  to  whom  application 
is  first  made  refuse  to  make  an  order,  or  make  an  invalid 
one,  the  party  may  make  further  application  to  two  other 
justices;  that  being  so  and  the  first  order  in  this  case  being 
equivalent  to  no  order  at  all,  (for  if  it  would  not  bind  the 
father  it  would  not  bind  the  mother,  and  must  therefore 
be  treated  as  a  nullity,)  the  second  set  of  justices  had 
jurisdiction,  and  that  is  the  effect  of  the  judgment  of 
Erie,  J.  in  Reg*  v.  The  Justices  of  Buckinghamshire  {a); 

(a)  18  L.  J.;  M.  C.  113. 
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1849.       whether  the  other  part  of  that  judgment  be  oorrect  or 

g^^       not  it  is  not  now  necessary  to  decide,  at  all  events  it 

Beisby.      appears  to  be  at  variance  with  Bex  v.  Jenkinj  but  it  is 

clearly  right  in  this,  that  a  refusal  by  the  first  parties 

is  not  binding  upon  the  others. 

Patteson,  J. — ^I  think  the  first  order  being  bad  it  might 
be  treated  as  so  much  waste  paper  altogether.  I  am  not 
prepared  to  go  the  length  of  saying  that  if  the  parties  were 
not  satisfied  with  the  first  order  they  might  go  to  two 
other  justices;  but  this  might  be  treated  as  no  order  at  all» 
and  that  being  so  it  wasopen  to  other  magistrates  to  make 
an  order  upon  application  to  them.  I  would  strictly  guard 
myself  from  having  it  supposed  that  this  is  any  dedsion  on 
my  part  in  the  case  in  the  Queen's  Bench  (a)  not  yet  deter- 
mined. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — ^The  words  of  the  statute  are,  "in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  the  party;"  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  evidence  was  taken  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
party,  the  order  was  therefore  bad  under  the  statute,  and 
was  invalid  at  common  law,  and  being  invalid  (notwith- 
standing the  objection  raised  by  Mr.  Greasy)  I  consider  it 
a  nullity,  as  if  the  magistrates  had  done  nothing,  and  no- 
thing being  done  a  second  order  might  be  made. 
Williams,  J.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  Qu.  R$g,  v.  Thinnaa. 
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The  Queen  against  Eliza  Cooper. 

1849. 

PLEADING.  Saturday, 


Jime  2. 


*^  The  prisoner  was  f  oimd  guilty  at  the  May  Sessions  of  An  indictment 
the  Central  Criminal  Court,  upon  the  second  count  of  an  dese^^ufhi- 
indlctnient,  which  charged  that  she  ^  being  an  evil-disposed  tender  yean, 
person,  and  contriving  to  injure  and  aggrieve  the  inhabit-  S^^^^d^jjg- 
ants  of  the  parish  of  Barking,  and  unjustly  to  burden  the  i^bJante  o?" 
said  parish  with  the  charge  and  maintenance  of  a  certain  ^ent'^erl"^' 
female  child  of  very  tender  age,  to  wit,  the  age  of  one  ^ISt  tiuifSe' 
month,  whose  name  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  is  unknown,  duidwM  settled 

^  ^  *  ebewnere,  nor 

which  the  said  Eliza  Cooper  had  in  her  care  and  custody ,  any  allegation 

,  that  tne  child   • 

afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day,  &c.,  with  force  and  received  any 

aims  at,  &c.,  imlawfully  and  injuriously  did  take,  carry,  and  likely  to  do  so. 

convey  the  said  female  child  which  she  so  had  in  her  care 

and  cnstody,  into  the  parish  of  Barking,  in  the  county  of 

Essex,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court ;  and 

then  and  there  in  a  certain  open  and  public  place  and 

Queen's  common  highway  there  called  Barley  Lane,  to  wit, 

about  the  hour  of  eight  of  the  dock  in  the  morning  of  the 

same  day,  unlawfully  did  leave  and  desert  the  said  child 

upon  the  ground  of  and  in  the  said  lane,  contrary  to  her 

duty  iu  that  behalf,  the  said  child  being  of  such  tender  age 

38  aforesaid,  and  unable  to  take  care  of  herself.' 

*^  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  alleged  the  child  to  be 
the  prisoner's  ovm  child,  but  there  was  no  evidence  to  sup- 
port that  allegation,  nor  any  evidence  to  show  how  the 
(Md  came  under  the  prisoner's  care  and  custody. 

^'  The  Judge  respited  the  sentence,  and  reserved  the  case 

for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  in  the  Court  of  Criminal 

Appeal  in  the  Exchequer,  whether  the  second  count  was 

sufficient. 

"Edward  Bullock." 
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1849.  No  Counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Bxa.v,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  there 

CooPEE.      jg  jjQ  offence  stated. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  the  count  cannot  be  supported.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  child  was  settled  elsewhere; 
neither  is  there  any  allegation  that  the  child  received  anj 
damage,  or  that  it  was  likely  to  do  so. 

Conviction  reversed. 
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SITTINGS  APTEE  TEINITT  TEEM, 

IN 

THE  THIBTEEin^H  TEA£  OF  THE  BEIGN  OF  VIOTOHIA. 

OORAIC 
WlLDB,   C.  J.,  WiGHTMAN,  J., 

Aldsbson,  B.,  Cresswell,  3.J 

Platt,  B. 


The  Qxteen  against  Thomas  Illidge. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Justice  CresswelL 

1849. 

FORGED  WAEEANT,  &c.  ^''^^^h 


June  23  (a). 

«The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  Central  Anuutrmnent 
Gnmiiial  Court  in  February  last,  on  an  indictment  whioh  form :  '* Permit 
eharged  him  with  feloniously  uttering  a  forged  warrant  for  taste  wine,  ex 
delivery  of  goods,  to  wit,  wine,  well  knowing  the  same  directedto the*^** 
to  be  forged,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  London  Dock  Com-  ^Sar  vauifS" 
peny;  other  counts  described  the  instrument  as  an  order  SJcb?"iuid 
and  as  a  request.    There  were  other  counts  in  the  indict-  |2Sm»iSy* 
ment,  similar  in  form,  but  charging  an  intention  to  defraud  ^^  ki^^/ 
Samnel  Vincent  and  another.  z^^h  ^  »a?'- 

,  ,  der  for  the  de- 

It  was   proved  that  the  pnsoner,  on   the  ninth    of  liveiyof  wine; 

^  -rx  although  the 

JanuaTy,  went  to  the  London  Dock,  and  presented  to  a  cooper,  by  the 
derk  in  the  service  of  the  company  in  the  Crescent  Yault  tiona,  conid  not 
irine  department,  a  document  called  a  tasting  order,  of  til  counts-  ™' 
which  the  following  is  a  copy : —  SSk  of  ?ho 

Company, 
(a)  This  caae  was  aigaed  in  Easter  Tenn,  on  Monday,  April  30,  before 
tiw  Jodgtt  abore  mentioned. 
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1849. 


Keo.  v. 


g  go     To  the  Cooper. 


Vault,  London  Docks,    184 

winee. 


Permit  Self  and  Company  to  taste 
Ex  Traveller,  Captain  Austin  @  Cadiz. 
Entered  by  Williams,  May,  1848. 


Hark. 

No. 

D.A. 
0  P. 

112^ 
^14 

Butts- 


Tasted 
Sampled 


Casks,  Nos. 
ditto 


Yincent  and  Pugh. 
shown  by 


^^  The  course  of  business  at  the  London  Docks,  with 
reference  to  such  orders,  is  that  the  merchant  who  has  wine 
in  the  vaults,  and  wishes  to  enable  a  party  to  taste  it,  gives 
an  order  in  the  form  set  out.  It  is  then  taken  to  the  clerk 
before-mentioned,  and  he  writes  his  name  across  it ;  and, 
when  it  has  been  so  signed  by  him,  but  not  otherwise,  the 
coopers  of  the  company  are  authorized  to  act  upon  it  and 
allow  the  party  presenting  it  to  taste  the  wine  described  in 
it.  The  instrument  in  question  was  presented  to  the  derk 
for  his  signature,  but  he,  suspecting  it  was  not  genuine, 
refused  to  sign  it,  and  said  he  must  first  send  to  Yincent 
and  Pugh.  The  prisoner  said  he  would  return  in  half-an- 
hour,  and  went  away,  but  did  not  return.  It  was  proved 
that  the  signature,  Yincent  and  Pugh,  was  a  forgery,  and 
that  the  prisoner  knew  it  to  be  so.  For  the  prisoner  it 
was  objected  that  a  tasting  order  could  not  be  considered 
on  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods ;  and,  secondly,  that  this 
never  was  a  perfect  order,  nor  was  uttered  as  such,  but  was 
handed  to  the  clerk  for  his  signature,  in  order  that  it  might 
become  an  available  tasting  order. 
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"  I  thought  it  right  to  reserve  those  points  for  further       1849. 
eonsideration ;   and  the  jury  having  found  the  prisoner      Bxa.v. 
guilty,  I  ordered  him  to  be  discharged  on  his  own  recog-      iJ-^-nxjE, 
luzancey  to  appear  and  receive  judgment  when  called  upon 
00  to  do." 

HuddkstanSj  for  the  prisoner. — ^The  prisoner  was  in- 
dicted for  forgery  under  the  stat.  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  Will. 
IV.  o.  66,  s.  10,  the  words  of  which  are,  "  any  person  who 
fihall  forge,"  &c.,  ^^  any  warrant,  order,  or  request  for  the 
delivery  or  transfer  of  goods."    The  first  question  is,  whe- 
ther this  is  a  warrant,  order,  or  request  far  the  delivery  of 
gootk — ^whether  an  order  to  taste  wine,  simply,  is  an  order 
for  the  delivery  of  goods — ^whether  an  order  for  the  gra- 
tification of  any  one  of  the  five  senses  is  sufficient — 
an  order  to  see,  to  smell,  to  hear,  to  feel,  or  to  taste. 
[Wilde,  0.  J. — ^You  look  at  a  picture,  and  there  it  remains ; 
jcu  taste  the  wine,  and  it  is  gone.]    I  cannot  present  this 
point  to  the  Court  with  more  force  than  in  the  words 
reported  to  have  been  used  upon  the  trial  by  Gresswell,  J. : 
"  An  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods  means  that  they  are  to 
be  delivered  to  the  party  to  be  dealt  with  as  his  own,  in 
any  way  he  pleases.    This  wine  is  not  so  delivered,  it  is 
delivered  to  him  for  the  special  purpose  of  tasting,  and 
nothing  else ;  he  has  no  other  control  over  it."     [Plattj  B. 
—It  is  an  order  to  deliver  wine  to  be  tasted.]     The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  a  permission  to  taste  wines  is  necessarily  an 
order  to  deliver  certain  goods ;  an  order  to  deliver  must  be 
an  order  coming  from  a  person,  to  deUver  to  another  that 
over  which  he  has  an  entire  and  absolute  control.    The 
wine  is  not  necessarily  swallowed.     The  document  does  not 
amount  to  an  order  to  remove  any  wine,  it  is  simply  a  per- 
misBion  to  taste  and 'nothing  more.     Suppose  a  person  to 
haTo  an  order  to  smell  any  highly  aromatic  perfume,  this 
conld  not  be  an  order  to  deliver,  though  some  of  the  fra- 
grance would  escape  from  the  bottle  every  time  it  was 
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1849.  opened.  It  was  not  possible  to  say  this  was  an  order 
]^^~jr  to  deliver  the  wine,  for  the  party  would  have  had  no  right 
^^^'^™^^^*  to  take  any  portion  of  the  wine  away.  Wtkky  0.  J. — ^Sup- 
pose an  order  to  eat  a  dinner — so,  this  is  an  order  to  oon<- 
smne  a  portion  of  the  wine.  Fat  the  case  of  an  order  to 
take  samples.]  That  would  be  giving  the  party  an  absolute 
power  over  the  samples.  \Aldersony  B. — The  meaning  of 
the  order  clearly  is  to  take  a  certain  portion  of  the  wine  for 
the  purpose  of  tasting.]  And,  in  that  case,  would  the 
giving  of  the  wine  be  a  delivery  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act  P  [PMt^  B. — How  is  the  order  obeyed,  but  by  a  deli- 
very of  a  portion  for  the  purpose  of  being  tasted  P]  It  is 
merely  giving  a  limited  control,  and  not  the  absolute  pos- 
session. [  Wildey  0.  J. — That  limited  control  goes  to  the 
entire  destruction  of  the  commodity.]  An  order  to  taste 
may  be  satisfied  with  the  smell  only.  [  Wilde^G,  J. — ^But 
the  order  is  to  taste.  Plattj  B. — ^Is  it  any  thing  more  or 
less  than  an  order  to  deliver  a  sample  P]  As  to  the  next 
question — whether  this  was  a  perfect  order.  It  was  an 
instrument  addressed  to  the  cooper,  but  the  person  to 
whom  it  was  addressed  had  no  authority  to  obey  it  until  it 
was  countersigned  by  the  clerk  to  the  Dock  Company;  and, 
therefore,  until  signed  by  him  it  had  no  operation  for  the 
purpose  intended ;  this,  therefore,  being  an  invalid  instru- 
ment at  the  time  of  forging,  it  is  not  such  an  uttering  as  to 
bring  the  party  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  An 
order  must  import  an  absolute  obligation,  upon  the  party 
upon  whom  it  is  made,  to  comply  with  it.  In  its  present 
state,  not  only  was  the  party  not  bound  to  comply,  but  he 
was  not  at  liberty  to  comply  with  it.  This  was  not  a  war- 
rant or  order  upon  a  person  who  was  obliged  to  obey.  A 
request  would  import  no  authority  on  ihe  part  of  the  person 
making  it — this  is  not  a  request,  but  purports  to  be  given 
by  some  person  having  authority ;  the  words  being  "^r- 
mity^  indicating  a  necessity  of  obedience  on  the  part  of  the 


8ITTINQ8  AFTEE  TBINITY  TEBM,  ZIH.  VIOT.  131 

penon  to  whom  it  is  diieoted — ^in  East,  P.  0.  (a),  it  is  1849* 
flsidy  **  It  seems  now  settled  that  if  the  warrant  or  order ^  Baa.  9. 
mentioned  in  the  Stat.  7  Gteo.  U.  0.  22,  do  not  purport  on  l"'°>^*' 
the  &oe  of  it,  or  be  shown  by  proper  averment,  to  be  made 
by  one  having  authority  to  command  the  payment  of  the 
money,  or  direct  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  to  be  com- 
pulsory on  the  person  having  possession  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  it ;  but  only  purports  to  be  a  request  to  advance  the 
money  or  supply  the  goods  on  the  credit  of  the  party  apply- 
ing, whidi  the  other  may  comply  with  or  not,  as  he  sees 
proper :  it  is  not  a  warrant  or  order  within  the  statute." 
And  in  Eeg.  v.  WilKams  (i),  which  was  an  indictment  for 
forging  ^^  a  certain  warrant  and  order  for  the  payment  of 
money,"  the  instrument  was  in  the  following  form : — 

"  Messrs.  Willdns  and  Co.,  Bankers,  Merthyr. 

'^  Please  to  advance  the  bearer,  Samuel  Eiohards,  the 

sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  pounds,  and  place  the  same 

to  my  account. 

'^  Morgan  Thomas, 

"  Cold  (c)  Merchant,  XJniscoy." 

and  Wightman,  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  said :  ^'  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  instrument  is  a  warrant;  and  I  am  also  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not  an  order,  because  it  appears,  from  the 
nature  of  the  contract  between  Mr.  Morgan  Thomas  and 
the  bankers,  that  the  bankers  were  not  bound  to  obey  it ; 
although  in  point  of  fact  they  did  obey  it."  There  was  also 
another  class  of  cases — those  in  which  there  has  been  no 
payee  in  a  promissory  note,  as  in  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Baip- 
daU  {d) :  there  it  was  held  that  there  must  be  a  payee ; 
forging  on  instrument,  payable  to  blank  or  order,  is  not 
soffioient.    \Platty  B. — Suppose  the  cooper  to  have  acted 


(a)  Vol.  n.  p.  936. 
(0  ^f^. 

{b)  2  C.  &  K.  51. 
\d)  BtiSB.  &  B.  196. 

VOL.  I. 
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1849.       upon  the  order  wiihont  the  signature  of  the  olerk.]  It  could 
^iaa.v.      i^ot  be  BOy  beoause  the  cooper  is  expressly  forbidden ;  and  it 
is  found  in  the  case,  that  the  instrument  was  of  no  validity 
whateyer.     [Platty  B. — ^That  is  on  account  of  the  regula- 
tion of  the  docks.    The  case  you  have  stated  is  one  of  an 
instrument  not  transferable.]      In  Bex  v.  Richards  {a) 
the  prisoner  drew  a  bill  upon  the  treasurer  of  the  navy, 
payable  to  blank  or  order ^  and  signed  it  in  the  name  of  a 
navy  surgeon ;  and  it  was  held,  that  to  constitute  an  order 
for  the  payment  of  money  there  must  be  some  payee.     In 
this  case  the  practice  must  be  looked  to  and  coupled  with 
the  instrument.    The  parties,  by  the  fact  of  their  keeping 
the  goods  in  the  docks,  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the 
company,  that  the  goods  shall  be  deposited  there  subject  to 
the  dock  regulations.    This  arrangement  is  as  mudi  for  the 
benefit  of  the  merchant  as  of  the  docks ;  and  by  reason  of 
those  regulations  this  document  is  as  incomplete  as  a  bill  of 
exchange  without  a  payee,  or  any  document  not  in  aooord- 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  an  Act  of  Parliament.     [Al- 
dersoriy  B. — ^With  respect  to  bills  of  exchange,  all  such  in- 
struments must  be  payable  to  a  third  person.    Wildey  C.  J. — 
This  is  not  like  the  case  of  an  instrument  not  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  some  Act  of  Parliament:  the 
reg^ations  of  the  Dock  Company  are  not  imperative.    In 
Rex  V.  Pateman  {b)  it  was  held,  that  the  forging  or  utter- 
ing a  note  which  for  want  of  a  signature  is  incomplete  is 
not  within  the  statute  which  makes  forging  notes  capital 
l^Aldersofiy  B. — In  that  case  there  is  no  person  who  pro- 
mises;  here  there  is  a  person  who  orders  and  a  party 
ordered.     The  signature  of  the  clerk  is  merely  saying, 
"  This  is  an  order  you  are  bound  to  obey."]     That  being  so, 
it  does  not  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  order," 
as  not  being  (until  signed  by  the  clerk)  compulsory  on  the 

(a)  Bubs.  &  B.  193.  (b)  Buss.  &  B.  455. 
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party  to  whom  directed.  In  Eex  v.  Bushtcorth  (a)  it  was  1849. 
hdd,  that  foi^g  a  mapstrate's  order  to  pay  money  was  rn^.v. 
xM)t  a  capital  off  enoe,  if  the  Act  of  Parliament  under  which 
alone  the  magistrate  has  power  to  make  the  order  requires 
it  to  he  under  hand  and  seal,  and  it  is  under  hand  only;  and 
if  it  is  addressed  to  a  character  on  whom  the  magistrate  has 
no  power  to  make  such  order  by  the  Act.  There  the  docu- 
ment was  incomplete,  because  the  statute  had  not  been 
complied  with.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  party  had  no  autho- 
rity to  make  the  order.]  In  the  present  case,  Vincent  and 
Pagh  had  no  power  to  make  an  order  without  the  counter- 
signature of  the  clerk,  inasmuch  as  they  had  submitted 
themselves  to  the  regulations  of  the  Dock  Company.  In 
Bex  Y.  Bushwarth  the  sealing  of  the  order  was  a  neces- 
aazy  proceeding  under  the  statute.  By  the  practice  of 
the  Docks  the  counter-sigmng  was  as  necessary  to  make 
this  instrmnent  valid,  as  the  sealing  was  necessary  by  the 
Act  of  Parliament  in  that  case.  The  instrument  must 
have  the  joint  assent  of  the  proprietor  and  the  Dock 
Company;  and,  when  the  two  parties  have  combined  to 
make  it  a  good  order,  then  it  becomes  a  valid  document, 
and  not  imtil  then  is  it  available  as  an  order.  [^Platt, 
B.— Suppose  it  required  a  stamp,  would  the  absence  of 
a  stamp  render  it  Ihe  less  an  order  P  How  can  the  clerk, 
by  writing  his  name  upon  it,  enter  into  the  mandatory  part 
of  the  instrument  P  Cannot  the  merchant  remove  his  own 
wine  without  the  consent  of  the  Dock  Company  P]  He 
apprehended  not :  the  Dock  Company  held  the  wine  as  a 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  duties.  Suppose  this  regu- 
lation to  be  a  statutoiy  regulation :  it  is  clear  that,  in  such 
case,  all  the  requirements  must  be  fulfilled.  Then  comes 
the  question.  What  is  the  effect  of  the  practice  in  this  case  P 


(a)  BuBB.  &  B.  317. 
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1849.  Is  not  the  party  bound  by  the  practioe  as  much  as  he  would 
B;Ba.v.  be  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  P  In  Bex  v.  Bushtoorth,  as 
^^™^""  cited  in  Russell  on  Crimes  (a),  Bayley,  J.,  is  reported  to 
have  said :  ^^  To  bring  the  case  within  the  statute,  the  order 
must  be  such  as,  on  the  face  of  it,  imports  to  be  made  by 
a  person  who  has  a  disposing  power  over  the  funds.  In 
this  case  the  party  looking  at  the  Act  must  have  known 
that  the  order  was  not  made  by  one  who  had  a  disposing 
power  over^the  funds  in  his  hands.  The  magistrate,  as  an 
individual,  had  no  right  to  make  such  an  order ;  and  the 
treasurer  had  no  right  to  consider  it  as  an  order  which  he 
was  bound  to  obey.  The  magistrate,  in  his  character  of 
justice  of  the  peace,  had  no  authority  to  make  such  an 
order :  if  he  had  any,  it  was  derived  from  the  statute.  But 
he  had  no  power  to  make  such  an  order  as  this;  and  if 
such  a  one  had  been  made,  the  treasurer  ought  not  to  have 
obeyed  it."  A  person,  by  putting  wine  into  the  docks, 
submits  himself  entirely  to  their  regulations.  [  Wilcky  O.  J. 
— Cei^ainly  not :  it  is  not  in  their  power  to  limit  the  right 
of  the  merchant  as  to  his  own  property.  Here  the  docu- 
ment purports  to  be  an  order  drawn  in  the  course  of 
business:  the  case  states  what  is  the  course  of  business. 
The  merchant  does  not  act  in  his  right  as  owner  of  the 
goods.  He  would  have  no  right  to  give  an  order  to  the 
servants  of  the  company,  but  that  the  company  themselves 
give  him  an  authority.  In  this  case  it  is  stated  that  the 
merchant,  acting  upon  the  course  of  business,  gives  an 
order  upon  the  cooper  of  the  company.  It  does  not  depend 
upon  the  right  of  the  party  giving  the  order ;  but  by  the 
regulations  of  the  company  who  give  the  power  to  the  mer- 
chant to  order  their  servant  instead  of  ordering  themselves, 
which  order  may  be  acted  upon.    It  is  necessary  therefore 

(a)  Vol.  II.  p.  517. 


when  the  order  is  made,  that  it  should  be  made  in  con-       1849. 
fonnity  with  the   regulations  under  which  the  power  is      -re^.v. 
given,  and  be  of  such  a  character  that  the  cooper  could      i^-i^nx*"- 
act  upon  it.     Here  it  wanted  an  intermediate  signature : 
Was  it  therefore  a  valid  order,  requiring  the  cooper  to  con- 
form thereto  P   It  is  only  when  countersigned  that  it  is  an 
order  he  would  obey.] 

BaUantine^  for  the  prosecution. — [  Wilder  C.J. — ^Address 
yourself  to  the  second  point]  The  instrument  is  described 
in  three  ways,  and  in  one  view  of  the  case  it  is  all  three. 
It  is  an  order  to  the  company,  a  warrant  to  the  company, 
and  a  request  to  the  cooper.  The  real  question  will  be,  Is 
this  an  instrument  obligatory  upon  anybody  P  He  submitted 
it  was  obligatory  upon  the  Dock  Company.  Supposing  the 
regulation,  that  orders  of  this  kind  should  be  countersigned, 
not  to  be  known  by  the  merchant,  and  that  the  Dock 
Company  disobeyed  the  order.  In  an  action,  they  must 
show  that  the  merchant  was  aware  of  the  regulation.  The 
Dock  Company  are  baiUees,  and  the  merchant  has  a  right 
to  have  a  delivery  of  his  goods ;  and  he  has  a  right  to  give 
these  orders  for  a  delivery  of  a  portion  of  them.  Supposing 
there  were  no  Custom  House  regulations,  upon  the  payment 
of  the  charges  the  owner  would  be  entitled  to  the  delivery 
of  the  goods.  This  is  not  a  matter  connected  with  the  pay- 
ment of  any  charges ;  it  is  therefore  an  order  which  the 
oompany  was  boimd  to  obey.  Suppose,  when  the  order  was 
delivered,  the  company  were  to  rescind  the  regulation  as  to 
the  signature  of  the  clerk ;  in  that  case  all  the  regulations 
woxdd  have  been  complied  with,  and  the  result  would  be 
that  the  company  would  be  bound  to  deliver  the  goods. 
Ib  it,  because  of  some  intervening  matter,  the  less  an 
order  when  completed  so  far  as  the  merchant  can  make 
itP  It  is  called  a  warrant:  the  difference  between  a 
warrant  and  an  order  is  this;  the  order  is  obligatory 
\ipon  the  person  upon  whom  it  is  intended  to  act :  a 
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1849.  warrant  is  not  obligatory  upon  the  person  upon  whom  it 
Bso.r.  is  intended  to  act ;  but  ifl  an  authority  warranting  him  in 
^™^"'  the  performance  of  the  Act :  and  the  question  is,  Is  not  thie 
a  warrant  upon  the  Dock  Company  P  It  is  an  instrumemt 
which,  if  complied  with  and  complaint  be  made  by  the  mer- 
chant, the  company  would  justly  say,  We  had  your  warrant 
for  the  performance  of  the  act.  [Platty  B. — ^Is  the  act  of 
the  company  itself  in  any  way  to  form  a  part  of  the  order 
upon  the  company  P]  It  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
any  privity  between  the  merchant  and  the  Dock  Company ; 
they  may  rescind  their  regulation  at  any  moment,  and  direct 
that  a  director  should  countersign  the  document  for  the 
future.  [  Wightman^  J. — Suppose  the  merchant  does  not 
think  fit  to  present  it  to  the  clerk  at  all,  and  therefore 
delivers  it  to  the  cooper,  and  he  refuses  to  act  upon  it, 
could  the  merchant  maintam  an  action  against  the  com- 
pany P]  He  submitted  that  would  be  like  the  case  of  non- 
payment of  a  check  by  a  banker.  [Cresswelly  J. — ^I  had  no 
doubt,  at  the  trial,  that  every  merchant  was  cognisable  of 
the  regulations  of  the  Dock  Company;  when  a  person  places 
goods  in  the  docks,  it  is  not  likely  but  that  he  should  be 
acquainted  with  the  regulations  of  the  company.]  He 
would  assume  that  the  regulations  were  known  to  the 
merchant ;  yet,  these  regulations  might  be  rescinded  at  any 
time  without  the  concurrence  of  the  merchant.  It  may  be 
a  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  whether  the 
merchant  did  assent  to  the  regulations  of  the  company. 
An  order  need  not  show  upon  the  face  of  it  the  authority 
of  the  pariy  to  make  it,  or  the  duty  of  the  other  to  comply ; 
so  a  warrant  or  request;  the  proper  way  is  to  look  at  the 
result :  that  is  so  in  aU  criminal  cases — ^we  must  look  to  the 
natural  result  of  the  act.  [CressioeUj  J. — Suppose  it  to  be 
an  arrangement  between  the  parties,  and  the  cooper  acts 
upon  it,  not  countersigned;  it  would  be  no  protection  to  the 
company.]  He  knew  nothing  of  the  cooper,  except  as  part 
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of  tlie  company.     [  Wilde,  0.  J. — ^It  is  not  dear  the  com-       1849. 

pany  might  have  refused  to  aot  upon  the  order  to  the  cooper,  — — 

onless  given  according  to  their  form.]  Although  a  form  di«      Iludox. 
rooted  to  the  cooper,  it  is  in  substance  directed  to  the  com* 
pany ;  what  is  the  operation  of  the  instrument  ?  [^Platt,  B. 
—The  practice  of  the  Bank  of  England,  with  reference  to 
the  transfer  of  stock,  is  very  applicable  to  this  case.]    The 
signature  of  the  derk  is  for  the  protection  of  the  company ; 
and  it  is  not  the  less  an  order  by  the  merchant,  because  not 
so  signed.     He  therefore  contended  this  was  an  order  and 
a  warrant,  operating  upon  the  company ;  and  which,  though 
it  might  require  the  signature  of  the  clerk,  they  were  boimd 
to  act  upon.     [  Wildej  0.  J. — ^What  is  the  difference  be- 
tween a  warrant  and  a  request  P   Where  a  request  is  made 
to  a  person  who  cannot  lawfully  comply  with  it — qy.  is  it  a 
request  within  the   statute?    Aldersoriy  B. — ^A  warrant 
implies  authority  as  well  as  an  order.    Piatt,  B. — ^It  is 
contended  on  the  other  side,  that,  according  to  the  language 
of  the  instrument,  this  is  an  order  to  the  cooper  which  can- 
not be  complied  with  without  the  counter-signature  of  the 
derL]    The  answer  to  that  is,  that  it  is  an  order  upon  the 
company.    Suppose  the  privity  of  contract  to  be  between 
the  cooper  and  the  merchant,  he  should  admit  that,  as  re- 
garded the  cooper,  it  could  not  be  contended  that  this  was 
a  perfect  instrument  at  the  time.  But  the  cooper  is  merely 
a  name  for  the  Dock  Company ;  the  company  would  be 
boond  to  deliver  goods  upon  an  order  to  the  cooper.    Can  it 
be  contended  that  this  was  not  a  request  to  deliver  goods, 
when  the  result  would  be  a  delivery  of  them  P  [Alderaon,  B. 
—An  order  is,  where  a  party  has  a  right  to  have  the  goods 
delivered;  and  it  is  addressed  to  the  pariy  having  the  posses- 
don  of  them.    A  warrant  is,  where  a  party  has  a  right  in 
the  goods,  and  warrants  the  party  having  possession  of 
them,  and  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  to  deliver  them ;  the 
warrant  being  an  authority.   A  request  is,  where  the  party 
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1849.       does  not  order ;  but  hopes  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addreesed 
Kbq.i^.      will  deliver  the  goods.   If  this  is  an  order  on  the  cooper,  it 
^^'°^"'      is  not  perfect  as  an  order  on  him.    It  is  not  a  warrant  to 
the  cooper;  a  warrant  must  have  been  to  the  oompanj: 
neither  is  it  a  request ;  because  not  addressed  to  a  party 
who  has  a  right  to  deliver].    It  is  a  warrant  which  would 
have  justified  the  company  in  the  delivery,  although  it  was 
not  countersigned  by  the  clerk.    All  goods  in  the  Docks 
are  the  property  of  the  company  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  and, 
therefore,  every  order  for  a  delivery  of  goods  out  of  the 
docks  is  an  order  upon  the  company.     {Cresswell^  J. — ^The 
goods  of  the  company ; — for  what  purpose  P]  For  the  pur- 
pose of  bringing  actions  in  reference  to  them.     [Piatt,  B. 
— Tou  cannot  say  the  goods  belong  to  the  company.]    He 
merely  meant  to  say  they  belonged  to  the  company  as  against 
the  cooper,  who  had  no  property  in  them  whatever.    [AUter' 
son,  B. — ^I  do  not  see  how  we  can  travel  out  of  the  instru- 
ment itself.    Is  it  an  order,  a  warrant,  or  request  upon  the 
company?].    Strike  out  the  word  "cooper"  altogether. 
[  Wilde,  C.  J. — That  is  altering  the  case  altogether.    Alder^ 
son,  B. — ^The  charge  is  for  forging  this  document,  and  not 
something  else.     Wild£,  C.  J. — ^When  you  speak  of  the  na- 
tural result,  you  overlook  the  whole  case,  and  treat  this  as 
a  genuine  order ; — ^that  is  the  whole  question.  Alderaan,  B. 
— ^The  question  is,  whether  an  order  upon  the  cooper  might 
not  be  an  order  of  the  merchant  independently  of  the  signa- 
ture of  the  clerk.]   He  contended  it  was  an  order  upon  the 
company.   [Plait,  B. — ^If  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is 
correct  the  signature  of  the  clerk  would  have  made  it  a  forged 
order  although  the  forgery  was  clearly  committed  before. 
Aldersan,  B. — ^When  the  man  signs  the  document,  it  is  his 
intention  that  the  clerk  should  sign  it  after  him.]    The  cases 
dted  supported  the  view  he  had  taken  of  this  case:  he 
would  merely  quote  them  for  that  purpose.    In  Rex  v. 
JRandally  which  was  an  indictment  for  forging  a  bill  of 
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exohange,  there  was  no  payee,  and  therefore  it  could  not       1849. 
properly  be  called  a  bill  of  exchange,  because  it  could  not       -Rm^. 
be  negotiated.     [  TFt&fe,  C.  J. — The  instrument,  in  the  case      i^-iJ^J^*"- 
stated  here,  is  of  so  different  a  character  that  the  cases 
dted  cannot  be  considered  as  any  authority  in  this  case.] 
He  then  contended  that  the  instrument  being  intended  to 
operate  upon  the  company,  it  was  an  instrument  binding 
upon  the  company  and  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
[Fiife,  C.J. — The  impression  of  the  court  is,  that  it  is  an 
authority  for  the  delivery  of  goods.] 

Euddkatanej  in  reply,  cited  Bussell  on  Grimes  (a),  show* 
ing  the  distinction  between  a  request,  warrant,  and  order ; 
taking  the  definition  as  there  laid  down  by  Alderson,  B. 
This  was  not  an  order ;  for,  in  the  very  form  of  it,  no 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  person  giving  it  is  implied. 
It  is  like  the  case  of  two  parties  depositing  with  a  third 
goods  for  their  joint  use  ;  the  joint  owners  being  the  com- 
pany and  the  merchant,  who  give  an  order  jointly  upon  the 
cooper — the  one  in  his  own  hand,  the  other  by  the  clerk. 
This  was  not  an  order,  warrant,  or  request  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute. 

WiLDB,  0.  J. — On  the  first  point  there  is  no  doubt  as  to 
its  being  an  authority  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods.  As  to 
the  other  point, 

Cur.  ad.  vult. 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as 
follows  {b) : — ^Upon  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  oonviction  in  this  case  was  right.  The  first  question 
is,  Whether  the  instrument  which  the  prisoner  uttered, 
blowing  it  to  be  forged,  was  an  order.  It  was  directed  to 
oooper  at  a  particular  vault  in  the  London  Docks,  and 


(«)  Page  622. 

{b)  The  Judges  preeent  at  the  daUvery  of  the  judgment  were,  Wilde,  G.  J., 
Boiie,  B.,  CreHvell,  J.,  Piatt,  B.,  and  Williams,  J. 
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1849.  purported  to  be  signed  by  the  owner  of  wine  in  that  vault, 
Bro.f;.  ^^^  was  in  this  foim : — "  Permit  self  and  company  to  taste 
"'  wines,  ex  Traveller,  &c.,"  which  most  mean, "  Permit  the 
party  signing,  and  company,  to  taste : "  the  order,  there- 
fore to  the  cooper,  to  permit  the  wines  to  be  tasted,  was 
given  by  that  party.  It  is  true,  that  the  order  was  pre- 
sented by  the  prisoner  to  a  derk  of  the  company,  in  order 
that  he  also  might  affix  his  name  to  it ;  and,  without  his 
signature,  the  cooper  had  no  authority  to  obey  the  order ; 
but  it  was  not  the  less  an  order,  because  the  cooper  had  not 
authority  to  obey  it.  Again,  assuming  that  the  signatures 
of  both  the  merchant  and  the  derk  of  the  company  were 
necessary  to  make  a  perfect  and  efficient  order,  it  would  be 
an  order  by  each  as  soon  as  his  signature  was  affixed.  If  a 
promissory  note  were  made  payable  to  A.  and  B.,  not  in. 
partnership,  or  their  order,  so  that  the  signature  of  both 
would  be  requisite  to  make  an  effident  indorsement,  a 
party  forging  the  indorsement  of  A.  and  uttering  the 
instrument  to  B.,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his  signa- 
ture, would  be  guilty  of  uttering  a  forged  indorsement 
WinterbottonCa  casCy  Denison's  Crown  Cases,  41.  Upon 
the  same  prindple,  we  think  that  the  prisoner  in  this  case 
was  guilty  of  uttering  a  forged  order.  The  next  question 
is,  Whether  it  can  be  considered  as  an  order  for  the  deli- 
very of  goods  P  Now,  although  it  is  true  that  the  quantity 
delivered  for  the  purpose  of  tasting  is  very  small,  yet  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  it  is  not  an  order  for  the  delivery  of 
some  vrine ;  and,  as  we  cannot  apply  the  prindple  of  ^'  de 

minimui  non  curat  lex"ix)  such  a  transaction,  we  feel  bound 

« 

to  say  that  it  was  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods,  and 
that  the  verdict  of  guilty  was  right. 
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OQMCDBBBD  BY 

Wilde,  C.  J,,  Crbsswbll,  J., 

BoLFE,  B.,  Platt,  B., 

Williams,  J. 


The  Queen  against  John  Pasooe. 

COBRUPT  EECEIVING  OF  MONET- 
"The  prifloner  was  indicted  under  the  statute  of  the       J^^?' 

^^        Saturday. 

7  &  8  Geo.  rV.  0.  29,  s.  58,  for  that  he  '  corruptly       JuneT:^. 
and  feloniously  did  take  and  receive  of  and  from  Hannah  TheproBecatnx 
Tnrley  certain  money  and  reward,  to  wit,  three  sovereigns,  house  brokm 
Tinder  pretence  and  upon  account  of  then  and  there  helping  STcieoes"^^*" 
the  said  Hannah  Turley  to  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  jSlonerSied 
nit,  fourteen  cheeses,  which  said  goods  had  been  before  ^\^i^^ . 
feloniously  stolen;  he,  the  said  John  Pasooe,  not  having?  pectod  who 

•^  '  »  o  were  the  par- 

caused  the  person  by  whom  the  said  goods  had  been  so  ties.  Here- 

oeiyeci  from  the 

stolen  to  be  apprehended  and  brought  to  trial  for  the  proaecntriz  3/. 

topurchaBe 
88016.  part  of  the 

«  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me,  at  the  last  assizes  for  ^j^nhat 
tlie  county  of  Warwick.  k^TthT 

"The  facts  of  the  case  were  these:— The  prosecutrix  ^^edii^U^' 
bad  had  her  house  broken  open,  and  fourteen  cheeses  stolen,  ^^rand'at^ 
The  prisoner,  who  was  a  tradesman  employed  by  the  pro-  ^I^OMvominffto 
aeoutrix,  called  upon  her  in  the  course  of  his  business,  and  P^f^^fhase  the 

'  *  '  stolen  property 

told  her  that  he  had  some  suspicion  of  the  persons  who  had  fi^  ?^«»>  ^^ 

TT  meanxnato 

broken  open  her  house.    He  proposed  and  executed  a  plan,  ^^pg  the 
by  which  he  brought  to  her  house  the  persons  whom  he  ticc,''  ^d, 
BQspected  of  being  concerned  in  the  robbery.    And,  upon  of  the  money 

by  the  pruoner 
vuacoini^t  receiTixig  of  sooh  mon^,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statate  7  s  8  Crao.  IV.  c 
9,1.58. 
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1849.  the  prosecutrix  seeing  them  she  at  once  recognised  them 
Beg.  v.  as  persons  who  had  been  in  her  house  on  the  day  preyious 
to  the  night  on  which  the  robbery  was  eflEected.  The  pri- 
soner asked  the  prosecutrix  if  she  did  not  think  they  were 
implicated  in  the  robbery.  She  said,  *  Yes.*  He  said,  *  So 
do  I.'  She  said,  *  I  wish  you  would  try  if  you  could  buy  a 
bit  of  cheese  of  them;'  to  which  he  assented,  and  she  gaye 
him  3/.  for  that  purpose. 

^'The  prosecutrix  saw  the  prisoner  several  times;  when 
he  told  her  that  the  cheese  would  come.  The  prosecutrix 
said,  *  Tou  have  got  the  money,  and  you  don't  mean  to 
send  me  the  cheese.'  He  said  she  might  have  the  money 
back  again  whenever  she  pleased. 

"  I  left  to  the  jury  three  questions : 

"First.  Did  the  prisoner  mean  to  screen  the  guilty 
parties,  or  to  share  the  money  with  themP 

"  In  which  case  I  thought  he  was  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute. 

"  Secondly.  Did  the  prisoner  know  the  thieves,  and 
intend  to  assist  them  in  getting  rid  of  the  cheese  by  pro* 
curing  the  prosecutrix  to  buy  it? 

"  In  which  case  abo  I  thought  he  was  within  the  statute. 

"  Thirdly.  Did  the  prisoner  know  the  thieves  and  assist 
the  prosecutrix,  as  her  agent  and  at  her  request,  in  endea- 
vouring to  purchase  the  stolen  property  from  them,  not 
meaning  to  bring  the  thieves  to  justice. 

"  To  the  first  two  questions  the  jury  answered  *  No.'  To 
the  third  *  Tes.'  I  directed  the  jury  to  find  the  prisoner 
guilty,  reserving  for  the  consideration  of  the  judges  the 
question,  Whether  the  receipt  of  the  money  under  these 
drcumstances  was  a  corrupt  receiving  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  I  directed  the  prisoner  to  be  kept  in  cus- 
tody,  that  the  opinion  of  the  judges  might  be  taken  whe- 
ther the  conviction  is  right. 

"L.   0.   HXJMFBBT*" 
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This  oase  was  not  argued  by  ooimsel  on  either  side.  1849. 

WiLDB,  0.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  as      ^tsa.v. 
follows: — The  prisoner  was  convicted  at  the  last  assizes      p^scwb. 
for  the  county  of  Warwick,  before  Mr.  Humfrey,  upon  an 
indictment  framed  upon  the  statute  of  7  &  8  Gfeo.  lY. 
0.  29,  8.  58,  when  a  case  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges,  which  stated  [his  Lordship  here  read  the  case.] 
This  case  has  been  considered  by  the  Judges  constituting 
the  present  Court  of  Appeal :  and  we  are  of  opinion  that, 
upon  the  facts  found  by  the  jury,  the  receipt  of  the  money 
by  the  prisoner  was  a  corrupt  receiving  of  such  money 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  the  facts  found  being  that 
the  prisoner  knew  the  thieves,  and  assisted  in  endeavouring 
to  purchase  the  stolen  property  from  the  thieves,  not  mean- 
ing to  bring  them  to  justice ;  and  this  finding  establishes 
all  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  the  offence  described 
in  the  statute.     The  words  of  the  statute  are :  ^^  And  be  it 
enacted,  that  every  person  who  shall  corruptly  take  any 
money  or  reward,  directly  or  indirectly,  under  pretence  or 
npon  account  of  helping  any  person  to  any  chattel,  money, 
valuable  security,  or  other  property  whatsoever,  which  shall, 
by  any  felony  or  misdemeanor,  have  been  stolen,  taken, 
obtained,  or  converted  as  aforesaid,  shall  (unless  he  cause 
the  offender  to  be  apprehended  and  brought  to  trial  for  the 
same)  be  guilty  of  felony." 

We  think  the  conviction  therefore  was  legal  and  proper. 
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1849. 

Saturday, 
Junt  23. 

An  indiotment 
char^fingthe 
gtealingof 
*^  two  pieces  of 
the  carrent  Bil- 
▼er  oein  of  this 
realm,  called 
BhillingB,  of  the 
goods  and  ehat^ 
teh  of  S.  F.," 
is  Bui&cient ;  for 
that  the  words, 
^*  of  the  goods 
and  ehatteii** 
ought  in  such 
case  to  be  re- 
jected as  sur- 
plusage. 


The  Queen  against  John  Badlet. 

PLEADING. 

'^  At  the  adjourned  Epiphany  Quarter  SeasionSi  holden 
at  Chelmsford,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Essex,  John  !Bad- 
ley  was  oonvited  of  felony,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  upon  the  following  case : — The  indictment  against 
him  alleged,  that  John  Badley,  late  of  the  parish  of  Stifford, 
in  the  county  of  Essex,  labourer,  on  the  3rd  day  of  Febru- 
ary, A.D.  1849,  with  force  and  arms,  in  the  parish  afore- 
said, in  the  county  aforesaid,  two  pieces  of  the  current 
silver  coin  of  this  realm  called  shillings,  of  the  value  of  two 
shillings,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Samuel  Fitch,  then 
and  there  being  found,  feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry 
away,  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown 
and  dignity. 

'^  It  was  objected  that  the  indictment  was  defective,  in 
not  stating  to  whom  the  shillings  alleged  to  be  stolen 
belonged,  the  words  '  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Samuel 
Fitch,'  being  insensible  as  applied  to  money. 

"  The  Court  respited  the  judgment,  in  order  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges  might  be  taken  upon  the  validity  of 
this  objection. 

"William  Cotton, 
"  Chairman." 


TUs  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel  on  either  side. 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
as  follows: — ^The  prisoner  was  convicted  at  the  last 
Epiphany  Sessions,  at  Chelmsford,  of  having  stolen  two 
shillings  from  Samuel  Fitch;  when  a  case  was  reserved  for 
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the  opinion  of  the  Judgee,  upon  an  objection  to  the  indiot-       1849. 

ment  eto.  v. 

The  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  Tvith  having  stolen      ^^^^' 
two  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm  called 
flhillings,  of  the  value  of  two  shillings,  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  Samuel  Fitch. 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that  the 
indictment  was  inconsistent  and  bad,  in  charging  shillings, 
the  ooirent  coin  of  the  realm,  to  be  goods  and  chattels ;  and 
tliat,  as  the  property  stolen  was  not  otherwise  alleged  to 
belong  to  the  prosecutor  than  under  the  term  ^^  goods  and 
ohaitek,"  the  indictment  could  not  be  sustained. 

The  case  has  been  considered  by  the  Judges  of  the  pre- 
flsat  Court  of  Appeal  (&),  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
objection  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  the  indictment  is 
Boffioient. 

It  is  true,  that  money  does  not  fall  within  the  legal 
teohmeal  definition  of  ^^  goods  and  chattels,"  see  Guy's 
casiy  1  Leach,  276 ;  and  Morriah  case,  2  Leach,  525 ;  and 
Fofltei^B  Grown  Law,  73  and  378 ;  but  this  indictment 
charges  the  prisoner  with  having  stolen  two  shillings,  the 
corrent  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  which  is  an  accurate 
deecription  of  the  property  stolen. 

We  think  that,  in  reading  the  indictment,  the  words  ^^of 
the  goods  and  chattels"  ought  to  be  rejected  as  surplusage ; 
and  that  the  charge  in  the  indictment,  as  before  stated,  is 
that  the  prisoner  stole  two  pieces  of  the  current  silver  coin  of 
the  realm,  of  the  value  of  two  shillings,  of  Samuel  Fitch ; 
which  is  a  sufficient  allegation  that  the  coin  stolen  was  the 
property  of  Samuel  Fitch :  and  we  think  that  it  is  inmisi- 
terial  that  the  current  coin  of  the  realm  is  afterwards  inac- 
cmately  described  as  ''  goods  and  chattels,"  and  that  the 
ooniiction  therefore  was  proper. 

(a)  The  aame  as  in  Pa»eoe''$  case,  see  p.  141. 
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The  Queen  against  Harbiet  Lakgbbidge. 
1849. 

Saturday,        DEPOSITION. 
June  23. 

Uponacharge  " Devon,  to  wit. — ^At  the  Greneral  Quarter  SessioiiB  of 

^SJ^^pre-  th©  P^ace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  held  at  the  CasUe  of 

^^'  *note"  Exeter,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Devon,  on  Tuesday,  the 

and  otier  yaiu-  twentieth  day  of  February,  in  the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign 

it  iB  no  objeo-  of  OUT  Sovereiffu  Lady  Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God 

tion,  to  reodv-  .  .  ^f  .     .  ^ 

ing  a  depoeition  Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ire- 

ihe  caption'of  land.  Defender  of  the  Faith,  and  in  the  Year  of  our  Lord 

does  not  state  oue  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  before  Baldwin 

wasobtE^ed^^  Fulford,  Esq.,  Montagu  Baker  Bere,  Esq.,  and  others 

^!^'uno  tii^Gur  companions.  Justices  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 

qSiriiigMiy '  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  in 

^\ed°oa?tioii'  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  county  af  orcsaid,  and  also  to  hear  and  deter- 

ti  Jr  ^ii?s^-  ™^®  divers  felonies,  trespasses,  and  other  misdemeanours 

cient  tf  it  be  Jn  t^e  said  county  committed. 

descnbed  as  the  .... 

eauunination  of  «  Harriet  Langbridgc  was  indicted  for  unlawfully  obtain- 
and  (jy.)  ahowB  ing,  by  mcaus  of  f abe  pretences,  from  Mary  Bowe,  one 

that  me  evi-  •  pi 

dence  refen  promissory  noto  f or  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  fifty  pounds 
upNon  which  the  and  interest,  and  of  the  value  of  fifty  pounds,  of  the  pro* 
Ee^nSs^      perty  of  Charlotte  Eowe,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud 

the  said  Charlotte  Eowe  of  the  same. 

"  Upon  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  the  deposition  of  Moiy 
Eowe  was  put  in  by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution.  Proof 
was  given  that  it  was  taken  by  the  committing  Justice  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  she  had  a  full  oppor- 
tunity of  cross-examining  the  said  Maiy  Eowe,  the  witness ; 
that  it  was  signed  by  William  Ponsf  ord,  clerk,  one  of  the 
Justices,  before  whom  the  same  purports  to  have  been 
taken ;  and  that  the  said  Mary  Eowe  was,  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel  (a). 

(0)  See  U  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  b.  17,  ante,  p.  9. 
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''The  oharge  preferred  before  the  oommitting  Justice       1849. 
was,  that  the  priaoner  had  obtained  the  promissory  note      bxq.v. 
and  other  valuable  securities  by  means  of  false  pretences,  l«^®»»°»»' 
and  of  this  oharge  the  prisoner  was  informed  by  the  com- 
sutdng  Justice. 

^  The  caption  of  the  deposition  of  the  said  Mary  Eowe  is 
as  follows : — 

''Devon,  to  wit. — ^The  examination  of  Mary  Eowe,  wife 
of  William  Squire  Eowe,  of  Thombury  Farm,  in  the  parish 
of  Hittesleigh,  in  the  oouniy  of  Devon,  taken  on  oath  this 
fourteenth  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  at  Hittesleigh,  in  the 
oonnty  aforesaid,  before  the  undersigned  William  Ponsf ord, 
derk,  one  of  her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace  for  the 
said  county,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  Harriet  Lang- 
faridge,  late  of  Moretonhampstead,  in  the  said  oounty,  wife 
q!  John  Langbridge,  of  the  same  place,  labourer,  who  is  now 
charged  before  me  this  day,  for  obtaining  mhney  and  other 
yalnable  security  for  money  from  the  said  Mary  Eowe,  then 
and  there  being  the  money  of  the  said  William  Squire 
Bowe,  and  the  said  valuable  security  for  money  being  then 
and  there  the  property  of  one  Charlotte  Eowe. 

''It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  that  the 
charge  thus  set  forth  in  the  said  caption  is  obtaining  money 
and  valuable  securities  for  money,  but  whether  legally  or 
illegally  is  not  stated ;  and  no  offence  is  therefore  shown ; 
and  that  the  deposition  of  Mary  Eowe  was  consequentiy 
not  receivable  in  evidence. 

"  The  Court,  however,  received  it  in  evidence  subject  to 
the  question,  whether  under  the  circumstances  it  ought  to 
have  been  so  received. 

"The  prisoner  was  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  be 
transported  for  seven  years,  but  execution  of  the  sentence 
was  respited  until  the  said  question  is  decided  by  the 
Justices  of  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.    There 
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1849.       was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction  without 

-Rm.v.      the  deposition  of  the  said  Mary  Eowe. 
^^^^^='  "Baldwin  Fulford, 

"  Chairman." 
This  case  was  not  argued  by  Counsel  on  either  side. 
Wilde,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
as  follows: — This  prisoner  was  convicted  at  the  Devon 
Quarter  Sessions  of  having  unlawfully  obtained  from  Majy 
Eowe  a  promissory  note,  for  the  sum  of  50/.  upon  false  pre- 
tences, when  a  case  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  and  the  case  states  that,  upon  proof  that  Maiy 
Eowe  the  prosecutrix  was  at  the  time  of  the  trial  so  ill  as 
not  to  be  able  to  travel,  her  deposition  taken  before  the 
committing  magistrate  was  read  in  evidence. 

The  title  or  caption  of  the  deposition  of  Mary  Eowe 
was  in  the  following  words :  "  Devon,  to  wit. — The  exami- 
nation of  Mary  Eowe,  wife  of,  &c.,  taken  on  oath  this  14th 
February,  1849,  at,  &c.,  before  the  undersigned  William 
Ponsford,  clerk,  one,  &c.,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of 
Harriet  Langbridge,  late  of,  &c.,  wife  of,  &c.,  who  is  now 
charged  before  me  for  obtaining  money,  and  other  valuable 
security  for  money,  from  the  said  Mary  Eowe,  then  and 

there  being  the  money  of  the  said  W S Eowe, 

and  the  said  valuable  security  for  money  being  the  property 
of  Charlotte  Eowe." 

The  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  to  the  deposition 
being  read  in  evidence,  upon  the  ground  that  the  title  or 
caption  of  the  deposition  did  not  state  that  the  prisoner  was 
charged  with  unlawfully  obtaining  money,  and  valuable  secu- 
rities for  money ;  and  therefore  that  no  offence  was  charged, 
and  consequently  the  deposition  was  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence; and  the  question  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  was,  whether  the  objection  so  taken  on  behalf  of 
the  prisoner  was  a  valid  objection,  and  rendered  the  depo- 
sition inadmissible  in  evidence. 
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The  Judges  (a)  are  unaaiiinously  of  opinion  that  the  1849. 
objection  was  not  valid,  and  that  the  deposition  was  pro-  ~heo!  v! 
perly  received  in  evidence.  LAnoBBiDaB. 

The  objection  was,  not  that  the  evidence  as  set  forth  in 
the  examination  did  not  sufficiently  appear  to  relate  to  the 
charge  upon  which  the  prisoner  was  being  tried,  so  as  to 
warn  and  apprise  her  of  the  matter  to  which  her  cross-exa- 
mination should  be  directed,  but  only  that  the  title  of  the 
examination  did  not  with  sufficient  distinctness  state  the 
charge  against  her. 

The  title  of  the  deposition  stated  the  occasion  of  its  being 
taken,  and  the  matter  to  which  it  refers ;  and  there  is  no 
authority  requiring  any  title,  or,  as  it  is  called,  caption,  to  the 
examination,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  it  be  described  as  the 
examioation  of  the  witness,  and  that  the  evidence  referred 
to  the  charge  upon  which  the  prisoner  may  be  upon  his 
trial ;  and  as  no  objection  was  raised  that  the  deposition 
was  defective  in  that  respect,  we  think  the  deposition  was 
properly  read  in  evidence. 

It  may  however  not  be  improper  to  observe,  that  the  case 
states  that  the  charge  preferred  against  the  prisoner  was 
that  of  obtaining  the  promissory  note  and  securities  by 
means  of  false  pretences,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  informed 
of  this  charge  by  the  committing  Justice,  and  that  she  had 
foil  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  witness. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  The  same  as  in  Faseoe's  easej  see  p.  141. 
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The  Queen  against  Catherine  Hill, 


IN 


1849. 

Saturday, 
Juns23, 

An  indictment 
charged  the 
prisoner  with 
recelTiziff  cer- 
tain fowu, 
knowing  uiem 
tohave  Deen 
stolen.    The 
f  owla  had  been 
stolen  at  M.  by 
tbeprisoner's 
husband,  and 
by  him  sent  by 
coach  to  B. 
The  prisoner 
went  to  the 
coach  office  at 
B.y  and  claimed 
the  hamper  (or 
box)  in  whicn 
they  were 
packed.    It  was 
not  deliyered  to 
her.    She  was 
then  taken  into 
custody.    Held, 
that  the  prisoner 
was  impro- 
perly convicted 
of  reoeiying. 


The  Queen  against  Hill  and  Others. 

EECEIVING. 

*  *  Warwickshire  Quarter  Sessions,  12th  Mar.  1849.  The 
prisoners  were  indicted,  William  HiU  and  James  Hill,  for 
stealing  twenty  fowls,  the  property  of  John  Smith ;  and 
Catherine  Hill  for  reoeiying  ten  fowls  so  stolen,  &c.,  know- 
ing, &c. 

"  It  was  proved  in  eiridence  that  the  prosecutor  is  a  far- 
mer residing  at  Morton,  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  and 
possessed  at  the  time  of  the  robbery  of  a  quantity  of  fowls, 
principally  of  the  Dorking  breed,  white,  with  five  toes  on 
either  daw.  The  fowls,  to  the  number  of  twenty,  were 
stolen  from  the  prosecutor's  premises  between  the  evening 
of  the  26th  and  the  morning  of  the  27th  February.  On 
the  28th  February,  between  seven  and  eight  o'dock  in  the 
morning,  the  prisoner  James  Hill,  accompanied  by  the 
other  prisoner  William  Hill,  brought  in  a  wheelbarrow  to 
an  inn  at  Bedditch  a  box  and  a  hamper,  and  delivered 
them  to  go  by  the  coach  to  Birmingham.  There  was  no 
direction  affixed  to  either  of  them,  but  the  prisoner  James 
Hill,  on  delivering  them,  said,  ^  A  person  would  call  for  them 
at  Birmingham.'  The  box  and  hamper  were  taken  to  Bir- 
mingham the  following  day,  1st  of  March,  and  shortly  after 
the  arrival  of  the  coach  in  Birmingham,  the  prisoner  Cathe- 
rine Hill  came  to  the  coach  office  and  inquired  after  the  box. 
The  box  was  shown  to  her  by  the  coachman,  and  she  claimed 
it  as  the  box  she  waa  come  for.  Upon  this  she  waa  taken 
into  custody :  and,  the  box  being  opened  in  her  presence^ 


Hill. 
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was  found  to  cx)iitaiii  ten  fowls.  The  fowls  weie  pluoked  of  1849. 
their  feathers,  and  from  the  olaws  of  eight  of  them  a  fifth  Bjsa,v. 
toe  had  been  out  away,  which  was  remaining  upon  the  other 
two  fowls.  The  prisoner  Catherine  Hill,  in  answer  to  the 
ohseryation  of  the  police  constable,  that  these  fowls  were 
belieyed  to  be  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  Mr.  Smith  of 
Morton,  said:  ^They  had  been  sent  to  her  from  Stour- 
bridge.' The  same  day  the  house  of  the  prisoner  William 
Hill,  which  is  near  to  Eedditch,  ten  or  twelve  miles  from 
Birmingham,  was  searched  by  two  police  constables,  who 
found  a  large  quantity  of  feathers,  chiefly  white,  which 
appeared  to  have  been  recently  plucked,  and  also  the 
entrails  of  fowls  concealed  about  the  house  and  premises; 
and  the  two  male  prisoners,  who  were  at  home  in  the 
house,  were  apprehended.  The  prisoner  William  Hill, 
upon  being  told  by  the  constables  on  their  first  arrival  that 
they  were  come  about  Mr.  Smith's  fowls,  said :  ^  He  had 
not  had  a  fowl  on  his  premises  for  a  fortnight.'  The  pri- 
soner William  Hill  is  the  husband  of  the  prisoner  Cathe- 
rine TTill,  and  father  of  the  prisoner  James  Hill. 

''The  prisoners  were  undefended  by  Counsel. 

''The  Jury  found  a  verdict  of  '  Ghdlty '  against  all  the 
ptiBoners;  but,  the  Chairman  entertaining  some  doubt, 
before  the  case  went  to  the  Jury,  whether  this  indictment 
eodld  be  sustained  against  the  female  prisoner  as  a  receiver 
of  goods  stolen  by  her  husband,  respited  the  sentence  upon 
her  until  the  next  Midsummer  Quarter  Sessions,  in  order 
that,  in  the  mean  time,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  above 
might  be  obtained  whether,  upon  the  evidence,  the  con- 
?iotion  of  Catherine  Hill  be  right  or  wrong. 
(Signed)  "William  Dickins, 

"  Chairman  of  the  Quarter  Sessions 
of  the  County  of  Warwick." 

This  case  was  not  argued  by  Counsel  on  either  side. 
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1849.  Wilde,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  as 

itEG.  r.  follows : — The  prifloner  was  convicted  in  March,  1849,  at 
the  Warwick  Quarter  Sessions,  of  receiving  a  quantily  of 
fowls,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen  ;  when  a  case  was 
reserved,  which  states  in  substance  that  William  Hill  (the 
husband  of  the  prisoner)  and  James  Hill  were  convicted  of 
stealing  the  fowls  in  question ;  and  the  prisoner  was  (with 
them)  indicted  for  receiving  the  fowls,  knowing  them  to 
have  been  stolen ;  and  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  affecting 
the  prisoner  are  that,  after  the  fowls  had  been  stolen  at 
Morton,  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  the  prisoner's  husband 
sent  them  in  a  hamper,  without  a  direction,  by  a  coach  to 
Birmingham ;  it  being  stated  that,  at  ilie  time  of  the  deli- 
very at  the  coach  office,  a  person  would  call  for  the  hamper 
at  Birmingham.  The  hamper  arrived  at  Birmingham,  and 
the  prisoner  went  to  the  coach  office  and  inquired  for  it, 
when  the  hamper  was  shown  to  her  by  the  coachman,  and 
the  prisoner  claimed  it  as  the  parcel  she  had  come  for; 
upon  which  she  was  taken  into  custody  by  a  police  con- 
stable, who  said  to  her  that  the  f  owk  were  believed  to  be 
the  property  of  Mr.  Smith  of  Morton,  and  the  prisoner 
said  that  the  fowls  had  been  sent  to  her  from  Stourbridge; 
and  the  question  is.  Whether,  upon  this  evidence,  Catha- 
rine Hill  has  been  rightly  convicted. 

The  case  has  been  considered  by  the  Judges  of  the 
present  Court  of  Appeal  (a) ,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
conviction  was  wrong,  and  that,  according  to  the  evidence, 
the  prisoner  never  did,  in  fact,  receive  the  fowls,  nor  ever 
had  the  power  of  doing  so. 

Whoever  had  possession  of  the  fowls  at  the  coach  office, 
when  the  prisoner  claimed  to  receive  them,  never  parted 
Tnth  the  possession,  and  the  prisoner  waa  immediately  taken 
into  custody ;  the  prisoner,  by  claiming  to  receive  the  fowls, 

(0)  The  same  as  in  Fatco^s  ca9$y  p.  Ul. 
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wluch  never  were  actually  or  potentiallj  in  her  possessiony  1849. 
neTerinfaot  or  law  received  them;  therefore  the  convio-  bxo.v. 
to  was  wrong.  ^°^- 

Another  question  was  reserved  for  the  Judges,  viz.,  How 
br  the  &et  of  the  fowls  havinjg  been  sent  to  the  prisoner  by 
her  husband  would  be  urged  as  a  legal  excuse  for  her  having 
noeiYed  them,  although  she  knew  them  to  be  stolen.  That 
question  it  has  been  unnecessary  to  consider,  as  the  prisoner 
never  did,  in  fact  or  law,  receive  the  fowls  at  all. 

Conviction  reversed. 
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MICHAELMAS  TEBM, 

IN 

THE  THIBTEENTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORU. 

OOBAX 
WiLDB,  0.  J.,  ROLFE,  B., 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  Cresswell,  J., 

Coleridge,  J.,  Platt,  B. 


The  Queen  against  Maria  Manning, 

IN 

The  Queen  against  Frederick  George  Manning  and 

Maria  his  Wife  (a). 

Case  reserved  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  Pollock,  ^^.^ 

JTTET  DE  MEDIETATE  LINGUA.  K^f?^! 


'^  At  the  last  Sessions  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  a  foreign  wo- 

x«    J     •  T_  /^  ijt        •  J  tijt     •    "I-  •   ri?  •   •    XI      man  mamed  to 

fredenok  lieorge  Manning  and  Mana  his  wiie  were  jointly  a  British  sub- 
indicted  for  the  murder  of  Patrick  O'Connor.    Both  pri-  of^ste^. V&  8  ^ 
Boners   pleaded  *Not  guilty;'  but  the   female  prisoner  ^el^dirivedof 
claimed  a  jury  de  medietate  linguae.    She  was  bom  at  Lau-  ?^"^^^Jrf5- 
sanne  in  Switzerland,  and  in  the  year  1847  was  married  to  *^^  lingua. 
the  male  prisoner,  a  natural-bom  subject  of  this  realm. 
The  prisoner's  counsel  referred  to  the  stat.  28  Edw.  ILL 

(«)  Before  the  prisoners  had  pleaded  an  application  was  made  on  behalf  of 
the  female  prisoner  for  a  jury  de  medietate  lingutD  ;  the  Attorney 'Oeneral 
objected,  and  the  Court,  consisting  of  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Maule  and  Cresswell, 
JJ.,  ruled  that  the  application  could  not  be  made  until  after  plea  pleaded. 
After  plea  the  application  was  renewed,  when,  upon  a  statement  of  the  facts, 
and  after  discussion,  the  Court  decided  against  the  application.  A  suggestion 
of  the  daim,  and  the  ground  of  it,  were  then  indorsed  upon  the  record,  to  which 
the  Attorney- General  pleaded  that  she  was  a  natural-bom  subject.  To  this 
there  whjb  a  demorreri  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

VOL,  I.  N 
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1849.  0.  13,  and  6  Q.  TV.  o.  50,  s.  47.  The  Attorney-General 
Reg.  r.  for  the  prosecution  relied  upon  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c. 
^^^^^^-  66,  s.  16,  and  Barrels  casCy  Moore,  657.  The  Judges, — the 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  and  Mr.  Justice 
Cresswell  decided  that  the  prisoner  was  not  entitled  to  a 
jury  de  medietate  lingucB^  and  the  trial  of  both  prisoners 
proceeded  in  the  ordinary  course,  and  both  were  con- 
victed. 

"  The  question  is,  was  the  female  prisoner  entitled  to  a 
jury  de  medietate  Knguce. 

"  R  Pollock." 

Ballantine  (with  him  Parry)  for  the  prisoner,  said  that 
she  founded  her  claim  upon  the  statute  28  Edw.  ITL  o.  13, 
s.  2  (a),  by  which  it  was  enacted,  ^'  That  in  all  manner  of 
inquests    and    proofs  which  be   to  be   t£Lken   or   made 
amongst  {b)  aliens  and  denizens,  be  they  merchants  or 
others,  as  well  before  the  mayor  of  the  staple  as  before 
any  other  justices  or  ministers,  although  the  king  be  party, 
the  one  half  of  the  inquest  or  proof  shall  be  denizens  and 
the  other  half  aliens,"  &c.    He  then  referred  to  the  stat. 
6  G.  IV.  c.  50,  8.  47  (conmionly  called  the  Jury  Act) : 
"Provided  always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
deprive  any  alien,  indicted  or  impeached  of  any  felony  or 
misdemeanor,  of  the  right  of  being  tried  by  a  jury  de  me-  * 
dietate  linguce;  but,  on  prayer  of  every  alien  so  indicted  or 
impeached,  the  sheriffs  or  proper  minister  shall,  by  com- 
mand of  the  Court,  return  for  one  half  of  the  jury  a  com- 
petent number  of  aliens,"  &c.     It  was  upon*  the  first  of 
these  statutes  that  the  prisoner  made  her  claim.     The 
second  statute  is  declaratory  of  the  alien's  rights  under 
the  first  statute.     The  prisoner  did  not  appear  before  the 
Court  to  take  advantage  of  any  mere  technicality,  but  to 

{a)  He  read  from  Bao.  Abr.,  Juries,  E.  8. 
{b)  The  original  word  here  is  "  entre." 
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oomplain  that  she  had  not  had  a  fair  tiial — a  trial  before       1849. 
such  a  tribunal  as  the  law  pointed  out.    It  was  of  no  small      -Rsa.v. 
importance  in  another  point  of  view.    The  Act  7  &  8  Vict.     ^*^^^«- 
c  66,  which  it  is  to  be  argued,  deprived  the  prisoner  of  her 
light,  refers  to  marriages  which  had  taken  place  before, 
and  which  were  to  take  place  after,  the  passing  of  that 
itatute.    A  woman  marries  with  the  idea  that  her  rights 
and  privileges  as  an  alien  will  be  maintained,  and  does  not 
sappose  that  by  a  statute  subsequently  to  be  passed  she 
18  to  be  deprived  of  her  privileges  without  any  act  of  her 
own  and  without  her  knowledge.    Another  objection  was 
that  the  jury  process  was  here  supposed  to  be  interfered 
with  by  an  Act  in  which  the  "jury"  is  never  mentioned ; 
if  it  oould  have  been  supposed  that  the  Act  would  have  ex- 
tended to  trial  by  jury,  there  would  have  been  considerably 
moie  vigilance  exercised  by  the  legislature  in  passing  it. 
What  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  creating  the 
pririlege  P    The  words  of  stat.  Edw.  III.  were  somewhat 
peculiar,  and  had  been  construed  differently  by  different 
learned  authorities.    It  was,  however,  to  be  observed,  that 
it  did  not  draw  any  distinction  between  denizen  and  aliens 
but  was  made  applicable  to  both.    In  Chitty  on  Grim. 
Law  (a),  it  is  said,   "Besides  the  ordinary  special  jury, 
there  is  another  description  of  jury  which  aliens  and 
denizens  are  by  the  singular  humanity  of  the  law  entitled  to 
demand.    This  is  denominated  a  jury  de  medietate  lingucey 
At  the  time  the  statute  was  passed  there  was  not,  pro- 
bably, a  very  clear  distinction  between  persons  naturalized 
by  letters  of  denization  and  persons  naturalized  by  Act  of 
Parliament.    From  this  it  would  appear  that  both  aliens 
and  denizens  were  so  entitled.  Looking  at  the  time,  there- 
lore,  when  the  stat.  Edw.  HE.  was  passed, — ^when  no  very 
dear  impression  existed  as  to  a  distinction  between  a  deni- 
zen and  a  naturalized  person,  it  would  seem  that  the  inten- 

(a)  p.  625. 
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1849.  tion  of  that  statute  was  to  give  foreigners  generally  the 
-B^^f,,  advantage  of  speaking  before  those  who  tried  them  in  their 
^^^^^^^^'  own  language,  which  language  might  be  understood  by 
those  addressed  (a).  The  term  de  medietate  lingwB  shows 
what  was  intended,  and  seems  applicable  to  those  cases  in 
which  prisoners  could  not  convey  to  the  jury  their  meaning 
except  in  their  own  language.  In  the  subsequent  Act 
the  word  denizen  is  not  used  at  all ;  but  construing  that 
Act  in  the  way  Mr.  Chitty  has  done,  the  Court  would  be 
induced  to  say  that  any  person  bom  under  a  foreign  alle- 
giance would  be  entitled  to  a  jury  de  medietate  lingtuB. 
[  Wilde^  C.  J. — Does  he  refer  to  any  authority  ?]  He  does 
not.  From  the  time  of  Edw.  HI.  it  has  been  the  habit 
for  foreigners  to  claim  the  privilege  of  a  jury  de  medietate 
linguce.  In  Hale's  P.  C.  (6),  it  is  said,  "  If  a  person  allege 
that  he  is  an  alien  he  may  challenge  the  array  for  that 
cause  and  he  shall  be  tried  by  a  jury  de  medietate  lingucB,^^ 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  any  issue  has  ever  been  raised 
upon  the  subject.  There  are  no  means  pointed  out  by  the 
statute  to  settle  who  is  and  who  is  not  an  alien.  Nor  is 
there  any  practice  in  our  Courts  in  doing  so ;  the  only  prac- 
tice is  to  rest  upon  the  allegation  of  the  party.  The  words 
used  by  Sir  Matthew  Hale  are  "upon  the  allegation;" 
the  words  of  the  statute  are  "upon  the  prayer"  (c). 
It  may  be  contended  that  none  but  an  alien  or  denizen 
should  have  such  a  jury  granted;  but  there  is  no  mode 
to  be  found  in  any  of  the  authorities  by  which  to  decide 
whether  the  party  is  or  is  not  an  alien;  in  all  other 
cases  of  objecting  to  a  jury,  a  mode  of  doing  so  is  pointed 
out.  If  a  foreign  name  appears  upon  the  indictment  it  is 
the  practice  to  ask  the  party  (through  the  officers  of  the 
Court)  if  he  will  have  a  jury  de  medietate  linguwy  and  if  he 
answers  in  the  affirmative  such  a  jury  is  awarded  as  a 

(a)  See  note  (a)  p.  166.  (4)  Vol.  II.,  c.  36,  p.  272. 

{c)  Seep.  169*. 
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matter  of  ootirse.     The  Attorney-General  in  reference  to       1849. 
this  matter  when  before  the  Court  below  said  "  (supposing       rj.o.  v. 
lus  yiew  to  be  correct,)  if  he  granted  a  trial  de  medietate 
UngucBf  it  would  be  a  mis-trial: "  if  so,  there  must  have  been 
numy  mifr-trialfl,  as  prisoners  were  constantlj  allowed  such 
a  trial  on  their  mere  allegation.    He  would  submit  the 
Attomey'General  had  no  power  whatever  to  place  the 
woman  upon  the  proof  of  her  alienage,  her  assertion  alone 
was  sufficient  to  entitle  her  to  the  privilege.     Up  to  the 
time  of  the   statute  7  &  8  Yict.   o.   66,   such   a   right 
would  undoubtedly  have  been  granted  to  her,  and  the  ques« 
tion  now  was  whether,  by  reason  of  her  being  indicted 
with  another  person,  her  privilege  was  by  that  statute 
taken  away.      The  Attomey^Oeneral   also    relied   upon 
Barrels  case  {a)  ^  which  stated  that,  ^^  upon  an  information 
eihibited  by  the  Attomey-'General  against  several  mer- 
chants, some  of  whom  were  aliens,  and  some  English,  after 
iflsae  joined  the  aliens  prayed  a  trial  per  medietatem  Knguce; 
but  it  was  resolved  by  all  the  Judges  of  England  that  they 
should  not  have  it :  and  they  likened  it  to  the  case  of 
piirilege,  where  one  of  the  defendants  demands  privilege, 
and  the  Court  as  to  his  companion  cannot  hold  plea;  there 
he  shall  be  ousted  of  hifl  privilege."    He  had  considered 
that  case,  and  he  confessed  that  he  was  not  able  to  under- 
stand it,  nor  the  application  of  it  to  the  present  case,  except 
that  it  was  there  decided  that  under  certain  circimistances  a 
prisoner  shall  be  deprived  of  his  right,  but  what  those  cir- 
eomstanoes  were  he  could  not  see,   and  he  trusted  the 
Court  would  not  place  much  reliance  upon  it.    It  did  not 
appear  what  the  information  was  there  (6).    Perhaps  the 
Court  would  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  a  decision  that 
the  party  should  be  ousted  of  his  privilege  by  reason  of 

(d)  Hoore,  557,  ca.  758.    He  quoted  from  Bac.  Abr.  Juries, 
(i)  The  Attomeff'  Oeneral  obserred  that  eyeiy  search  had  ineffectual] j  been 
madeforfheinfoimation,  which  in  all  probability  had  been  burned  in  the  Tower. 
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1849.  his  being  indicted  with  another  who  could  not  be  so 
EEo.r.  tried.  If  that  was  the  law,  every  foreigner  might 
^'^^^""^^'  be  deprived  of  his  privilege  by  joining  another  person, 
not  a  foreigner,  in  the  same  indictment  (a).  It  is  a 
case  in  contravention  of  the  stat.  of  Ed.  IH.,  and  is 
not  therefore  of  any  authority,  nor  one  upon  which  the 
Court  could  rely.  According  to  the  principle  of  our  law 
there  could  be  no  objection  to  trying  the  parties  separately, 
and  as  in  this  instance  it  might  have  been  done,  it  ought  to 
have  been  done.  Barrels  case  is  one  which  never  has  been 
relied  upon,  and  one  upon  which  the  prisoner  ought  not  to 
be  deprived  of  her  undoubted  right  under  the  statute  of 

Ed.  in. 

He  then  proceeded  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Court 
to  the  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66.  By  s.  16,  it  is  enacted, 
^^  That  any  woman  married,  or  who  shall  be  married,  to  a 
natural-bom  subject,  or  to  a  person  naturalized,  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  herself  naturalized,  and  have  all  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  a  natural-bom  subject."  It  was  dear 
that  she  could  not  be  supposed  to  take  all  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  a  natural-bom  subject,  because  it  supposed  the 
cases  the  same  whether  the  woman  was  married  to  an 
alien  naturalized,  or  to  a  natural-bom  subject.  Sect.  6 
points  out  the  way  in  which  an  alien  may  be  naturalized :  it 
enacts,  that  upon  obtaining  a  certificate  and  taking  an 
oath  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  act,  he  shall  enjoy  all 
the  rights  and  capacities  of  a  natural-bom  subject,  except 
that  he  shall  not  be  capable  of  enjoying  certain  privileges, 
and  certain  rights  and  capacities :  and  the  preamble  of  the 
act  is  "Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  laws  now  in 
force  affecting  aliens  should  be  amended,  and  that  her 
Majesty  should  be  enabled  to  grant  to  aliens  the  rights  and 

(a)  In  BasteU's  Ent.  265,  ia  a  precedent  in  trespass  against  two  parties^  the 
one  an  alien,  the  other  a  denizen :  they  pleaded  to  issae  severallj ;  and  a  jury 
(U  med.  ling,  granted  as  to  the  alien,  and  a  jury  of  denizens  to  the  iitmi9j»u 
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capacities  of  British  subjects,  under  such  regulations  and       1849. 
with  such  restrictions  and  exceptions  as  are  hereinafter      Bxa.v. 
provided."    It  could  not  be  said  that  the  statute  contem-     ^^^»»i»a. 
plated  giving  to  a  foreigner  naturalized  all  the  incidents 
which  attach  to  a  natural-bom  subject ;  he  was  to  have  all 
the  privileges)  subject  to  certain  restrictions  and  exceptions : 
— ^he  oould  not  be  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Privy  Council,  nor 
could  he  be  a  member  of  either  House  of  Parliament,  nor 
could  he  enjoy  other  privileges  which  might  be  specially  ex- 
cepted in  his  certificate  of  naturalization ;  and  the  privilege 
given  to  a  married  woman  (not  a  British  subject),  imder 
the  statute,  must  be  restrained  by  the  privileges  granted  to 
her  husband ;  for  she  could  not,  by  marrying  a  naturalized 
subject,  take  a  greater  right  than  that  of  such  naturalized 
subject.     The  words  of  the  16th  sect,  are,  *'  Any  woman 
married,  or  who  shall  be  married,  to  a  natural-bom  subject, 
or  person  naturalized,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  her- 
self naturalized,  and  have  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a 
natural-bom  subject."    The  meaning  of  the  statute,  taken 
altogether,  is,  that  she  shall  be  entitled  to  certain  rights 
and  privileges  which  attach  to  a  natural-bom  subject,  but 
not  that  she  shall  be  deprived  of  her  prior  existing  rights. 
The  Act  was  intended  to  enable  parties  more  easily  to 
become  subjects    of    this  country,  and  not  to   deprive 
them  of  any  privileges.     Throughout  the  whole  of  the 
Act  there  was  not  one  word  upon  the  trial  by  jury.    A 
jury  de  medietate  lingucB  was  a  most  important  privilege : 
the  object  being  to  give  a  foreigner  an  advantage  equal 
to   that    of    a  natural-bom  subject    before    the    Jury. 
A  man  in  being  naturalized  goes  through  a  certain  form, 
and  those  privileges  which  he  abandons,  he  abandons  vo- 
luntarily ;  not  so  with  a  woman ;  she  marries ;  no  Act  of 
Parliament  of  this  sort  is  in  existence  at  the  time;  her 
privilege  remains ;  but,  it  is  said,  that  by  the  subsequent 
passing  of  this  statute,  her  privilege  is  at  an  end;  thus 
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1849.  taking  away  a  privilege  without  her  conflent,  and  in  a  man- 
■Rsa.v,  1161  over  which  she  has  no  control.  He  submitted,  how- 
ever, it  was  a  privilege  which  could  not  be  taken  away 
except  by  the  express  words  of  an  Act  of  Parliament.  Yet 
it  was  to  be  contended  that  in  a  short  Act  of  Parlifiuoient, 
passed  expressly  for  conferring  certain  privileges  only,  and 
by  the  same  clause  in  that  Act  of  Parliament  by  which 
those  privileges  are  conferred,  an  intendment  was  to  be 
made  by  which  privileges  were  to  be  taken  away.  It  was 
important  to  consider  what  view  the  Courts  had  taken  of 
the  position  of  foreigners  in  this  country.  In  Com.  Dig.  (a) 
it  is  said,  **  Though  aliens  are  subject  to  the  laws,  and  in 
enormous  offences  (as  murder,  &c.)  are  Hable  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  justice,  yet  it  may  be  too  harsh  to  pimish  them 
upon  a  local  statute ; "  (he  thought  the  Court  would  be  of 
opinion  that  meant  municipal;)  ^^thus  a  French  prisoner, 
indicted  for  privately  stealing  in  a  shop,  was  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Judge  acquitted  of  that  offence,  and  found 
guilty  of  simple  larceny  only  "  (6) .  [  Cressi4?ellf  J. — ^Did  you 
refer  to  Foster  ?  I  think  there  is  some  observation  made 
on  that  case.  Attomey-GeneraL — ^I  believe  the  observation 
is  that  the  Judge  showed  more  humanity  than  discre- 
tion (c)].  If  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  pasamg 
the  Act  of  Yict.  had  been  to  take  away  from  an  alien 
woman  married  to  an  Englishman  the  right  to  a  jury  de 
medietatCf  he  could  not  help  thinking  that  flie  47th  sect, 
of  6  Geo.  rV.  c.  60,  would  have  been  referred  to  in  that 
stat.  in  the  same  manner  as  the  stats.  12  &  13  Will.  m. 
c.  2 ;  1  Q-eo.  I.  sess.  2,  o.  4 ;  and  14  Q-eo.  HI.  c.  84,  which 
were  all  thereby  repealed,  so  far  as  they  were  incon- 
sistent with  that  statute.     The  7  Jac.  I.  c.  2,  did  not 

(a)  Alien,  G,  8,  3rd  ed.  by  Eyd.    The  passage  is  omitted  in  the  last  (5th) 
edition  by  Hammond. 
(fi)  Feter  Moliere's  case,  Fos.  C.  C.  188,  note. 
(0  See  p.  165. 
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appear  to  be  repealed  by  that  statute,  nor  did  it  appear  to  1849. 
be  repealed  at  all.  By  that  statute  no  person  can  be  na-  bxq.v. 
turaliBed,  except  he  shall  first  receive  the  Sacrament  of  the  Makotno. 
Lord's  Supper,  and  take  the  oath  of  allegiance  and  the  oath 
of  supremacy.  If  a  person  could  be  naturalized  as  it  was 
to  be  contended  this  woman  was  naturalized ;— if  the  pro- 
visions of  an  Act  of  Parliament  could  be  so  repealed,  it 
would  be  a  convenient  mode  of  getting  rid  of  several  clauses 
imposing  forms  for  the  protection  and  safety  of  a  Pro- 
testant kingdom.  Are  persons  to  be  deprived  of  privileges 
by  a  forced  interpretation  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  which 
appears  to  have  no  bearing  upon  the  subject ;  an  Act  not 
involving  personal  rights,  but  having  reference  merely  to 
property  P  Surely  not.  He  submitted  that  he  perhaps  had 
not  made  out  a  clear  case  for  denaturalization,  but  that  the 
AUomey-Oeneral  could  not  make  out  a  case  for  depriving 
the  prisoner  of  the  privilege  already  possessed  by  her  (a). 

The  Attomey-'Oeneral  (with  him  Clarksotij  Bodkin^  and 
Ckrk)  appeared  for  the  Crown. — ^It  was  perfectly  plain 
tibat  if  the  prisoner  had  been  tried  by  a  jury  de  medktate 
lingwBy  it  would  (as  against  her)  have  been  a  mis-trial, 
nor  could  it  have  made  any  difference  that  she  had 
consented  to  such  a  proceeding.  Where  a  party  alleges 
that  she  is  an  alien,  and  it  is  not  denied,  it  cannot  be  taken 
Bdvantage  of  as  a  mis-trial,  because  it  does  not  appear  upon 
the  record ;  but  if  it  appears  that  she  is  not  an  alien,  it 
would  be  a  mis-triaL  [^Coleridgey  J. — If  an  allegation  had 
appeared  upon  the  record  that  she  was  an  alien,  it  would 
not  have  been  a  mis-trial.  Wilder  0.  J. — It  would  not  have 
appeared  that  she  was  an  alien ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  that 
she  was  not  an  alien.]  Just  so.  He  would  take  the  case 
in  the  order  of  his  learned  friend.  He  submitted  that 
Barrt^s  case  was  rightly  decided.    A  foreigner  indicted 

(a)  Sttundert,  who  watched  the  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  male  pri« 
nner,  offered  no  oheerration. 
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1849.       with  a  British  subject  cannot  have  a  jury  de  niedietale 
reo.  v.       litigum.    The  abstract  of  Barrels  case^  read  by  his  learned 
friend,  did  not  give  the  case  or  the  reasons  of  the  Judges 
for  their  decision.     The  case  was  this :  It  was  an  inf oimation 
by  the  Attomet/'General  against  Barre  and  diyers  othen^ 
of  whom  some  were  aliens  and  some  English,  and  after  isBoe 
joined  the  aliens  prayed  a  juiy  de  medietate  UngttcB.     The 
Court  advised  with  all  the  Judges  of  England ;  and  it  was 
adjudged  that  they  should  not  have  a  tried  per  medietatem 
lingum.    For  the  English  who  were  joint  defendants  oould 
not  be  so  tried ;  but  the  aliens  could  be  tried  by  all  English 
SB  they  might  have  been  before  the  statute,  and  as  they 
might  have  been  had  they  not  made  the  demand  for  a  juiy 
de  medietate  linguce  (a).     And  they  compared  it  to  a  case  of 
privilege,  where  one  defendant  demands  the  privilege ;  and, 
as  to  his  companion,  the  Court  could  not  receive  the  plea; 
therefore  the  party  was  ousted  of  his  privilege.  Now  looking 
to  the  question  of  privilege,  in  the  case  of  a  peer  indicted 
with  a  commoner,  the  privilege  would  be  allowed  to  the  peer; 
but  that  did  not  apply  here,  because  the  peer  could  only 
be  tried  by  his  peers,  and  the  commoner  by  commoners. 
For  the  purpose  of  understanding  the  case,  it  would  be  as 
well  to  look  to  the  stat.  27  Ed.  III.  st.  2,  c.  8.    That  stat, 
after  making  provision  for  trials  by  the  mayor  of  the  staple, 
in  conclusion  provides  that  if  one  party  and  the  other  be 
strangers,  they  shall  be  tried  by  strangers ;  if  one  party  and 
the  other  be  denizens,  (that  means  natural-bom  subjects,) 
they  shall  be  tried  by  denizens ;  and  if  one  party  be  denizen 
and  the  other  alien,  one  half  of  the  inquest  or  proof  shall  be 
denizens  and  the  other  half  aliens.     That  statute,  however, 
does  not  apply  to  criminal  cases  {b) .     It  only  provides  that, 
where  one  party  is  alien  and  another  denizen,  such  and  such 

(a)  See  note  (0),  p.  160. 

(fi)  By  that  statute,  all  caMS  of  felony,  robbeiy,  and  maiming  are  ezpresdy 
excepted. 
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IB  to  happen ;  and  it  does  not  apply  where  denizen  and  alien       1849. 

aro  jointly  proceeded  against.    The  next  statute  is  28  Ed.       beoT^ 

m.  0. 13,  s.  2 :  that  applies  where  the  Grown  is  a  party. 

It  enacts.  That  in  all  manner  of  inquests  and  proofs  which 

be  to  be  taken  or  made  amongst  (the  word  here  used  in  the 

origmal  is  '^  entre/'  which  he  interpreted  to  mean  between) 

aliens  and  denizens,  half  of  the  inquest  or  proof  shall  be 

denizens  and  half  aliens,  and  so  on.    His  learned  friend 

was  mistaken  in  the  meaning  of  the  word  denizen ;  it  did  not 

mean  only  denizen  by  patent,  but  also  denizen  by  birth. 

That  is  plain  when  we  refer  to  Bro.  Abr.  (a)     "  It  appears 

denizens  are  as  well,  those  who  are  English  bom,  as  those 

who  being  aliens  are  made  denizens  by  letters  patent." 

Then,  in  pi.  12,  he  found,  **  When  two  aliens  are  at  issue, 

they  shall  be  tried  by  all  English;  but  if  denizen  and  alien 

at  issue,  they  shall  be  tried  by  English  and  aliens,  according 

to  the  statute.''     This  also  supported  the  view  he  took  of 

the  meaning  of  the  word  "  entre "  in  the  statute.     The 

reason  for   granting  a  trial  per   medietatem   lingucB,  is 

because  it   is   supposed    there    might    be   a   preference 

between  the  parties  in  the  mind  of  the  jury.    If  it  is  an 

issue  in  civil  matters  the  denizen  may  claim  it  if  the 

foreigner  will  not.    In  Bac.  Abr.  (b)  to  Moliere^a  casCy  (cited 

on  the  other  side,)  there  is  this  note :  '^  In  this  case  a 

learned  writer  (c)  observes,  the  humanity  of  the  Judge  was 

at  least  more  conspicuous  than  the  soundness  of  the  principle 

as  a  mere  point  of  law."    No  doubt,  that  is  an  authority 

which  cannot  be  supported;  for  immediately  a  foreigner 

oomes  into  this  country  he  becomes  subject  to  the  laws  of 

fliis  country.     But  Barrels  case  is  an  authority  directly  in 

point.    The  statute  of  Ed.  III.  was  expressly  repealed  by 

the  Jury  Act  (d) ;  by  s.  62  it  repeals  so  much  of  a  statute  as 

(a)  Denizen  and  Alien,  pi.  4.    See  also  2  Haw.  P.  C.  579,  book  2,  c.  43, 
s.  39,  in  reference  to  this  statute. 
(*)  Aliens,  C,  2.  (<j)  1  Wooddes.  382. 

(<0  6  Geo.  lY.  c.  50,  s.  62. 
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1849.  directs  how  all  manner  of  inquests  and  proofs  sliall  be  taken 
rko.  v.  between  aKens  and  denizens:  but  there  is,  in  s.  47  of  the 
same  statute,  a  re-enactment  of  the  privilege  as  it  existed 
under  the  stat.  of  Ed.  III.  It  has  always  been  a  mistake 
to  say,  of  the  term  de  medietate  lingucB,  that  it  would 
import  that  one  half  of  the  jury  should  be  of  the  district 
from  which  the  prisoner  came;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  jury 
consist  half  of  foreigners  whereyer  they  may  come  from,  or 
in  the  words  of  the  old  act  '^  estrangeres;"  so  that  a 
Frenchman  might  be  tried  by  a  jury  half  Bussians  or 
Germans  (a).  It  is  said  there  is  no  allusion  in  this  statute 
to  the  Jury  Act.  By  1  &  2  P.  &  M.  c.  10,  s.  7,  it  is 
enacted,  that  '^  all  trials  for  treason  shall  be  had  and  used 
only  according  to  the  due  order,  and  course  of  the  com- 
mon laws,  and  not  otherwise;"  no  reference  is  there  made 
to  the  Jury  Act,  and  yet  it  is  held  that  a  foreigner  is  by 
that  statute  ousted  of  a  jury  de  medietate  lingtuB  {b).  It  is 
said  that  the  privilege,  not  being  noticed  in  the  statute,  can- 
not  be  said  to  be  taken  away.   By s.  16of  7&  8  Vict.  c.  66, 


(a)  See  2  Haw.  P.  C.  580,  book  2,  c.  43,  b.  42,  where  it  is  said,  referring  to 
Dyer,  144 ;  East.  Ent.  7,  169, 264 ;  *'Note,  that  some  of  the  precedents  for 
the  award  of  a  venire  of  a  jury  of  half  denizens  and  half  tdiens  in  pHisuance 
of  28  Ed.  m.  mention,  that  the  aliens  shall  be  of  the  same  country  whereof 
the  party  alleges  himself;  and  others  direct  (Rastal,  265;  10  Co.  104) 
generally,  that  one  half  of  the  jury  shall  be  aliens,  without  specifying  any 
country  in  particular.  And  this  form  seems  most  agreeable  to  the  statute, 
which  speaks  of  aliens  in  general ;  and  it  seems  to  be  confirmed  both  by  late 
(3  St.  Tr.  3)  practice,  and  the  greater  number  of  authorities  (S.  P.  G.  158, 
B,  Denizen,  4  B,  Pannel,  3 ;  Bon.  F.  Tr.  30,  by  five  Judges  against  one)." 

See  also,  in  Dyer,  304  a.,  where  a  Scotchman  prayed  a  jury,  dem,L;  and 
one  ground  of  refusal  was,  that  the  Scottish  language  is  not  a  strange  tongue, 
but  mere  English  (see  qu.  to  this  in  Haw.  P.  C.  580,  book  2,  o.  43,  s.  41). 
Soloman  de  Stanford,  a  Jew,  had  a  cause  tried  before  the  Sheriff  of  Norwich  by 
a  jury  which  were  *'sex  probos  et  legales  homines,  et  sex  legales  Judseos  de 
dvitate  Norwici,  &c."    (Pasch.  9  Ed.  I.) 

See  also  Keniger  v.  Forgossa^  Plow.  2  (4  Ed.  VI.).  The  number  of  pre- 
cedents is  certainly  in  favour  of  a  jury  of  half  aliens  of  the  same  country  with 
the  party  making  the  prayer ;  and  more  so,  if  we  take  into  consideration  the 
cases  before  28  Ed.  HI.,  in  which  the  parties  were  granted  the  privil^e  by 
charter  from  the  Crown. 

ip)  See  Bac.  Abr.  Juries,  E,  8,  7th  ed.  (Gwillim  k  Dodd),  569. 
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^Anj  woman  married,  or  who  shall  be  married,  to  a  natural-  1849. 
bom  subject  or  person  naturalized  shall  be  deemed  and  -sjsa.v. 
taken  to  be  herself  naturalized."  And  by  s.  15,  it  is  Makwiko. 
enacted  that  nothing  in  that  statute  shall  be  construed  to 
take  away  certain  rights  or  privileges  of  aliens,  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  real  or  personal  property.  So  that  it  was 
foreseen  that  the  statute  would  operate  to  take  away  as 
well  as  to  confer  rights,  and  therefore  the  rights  in  sect. 
15  were  expressly  retained ;  but  no  reservation  is  made  of 
the  light  to  a  jury  de  medietate  linjucB.  [  Wilde,  0.  J. — ^It 
is  laid  down  in  Coke  (a)  that  naturalization  cannot  be  upon 
oondition,  but  that  it  must  be  absolute.]  A  man  may 
acquire  a  certain  status  in  a  foreign  country  by  natu- 
ralization, but  he  cannot  throw  off  his  original  one :  with  a 
wife  it  is  not  so ;  she  takes  all  the  properties  of  natu- 
ralization. The  question  here  realty  is — ^Is  a  person  natu- 
ralized an  alien?  In  Com.  Dig.  (6),  under  "Who  is  not 
an  Alien  P  "  is  the  answer,  "A  person  naturalized;"  anditis 
said,  "  If  an  alien  be  naturalized,  he  shall  be  to  all  intents 
as  a  natural  subject."  According  to  Lord  Coke  (c),  natu- 
ralization is  larger  than  denization ;  if  a  denizen  by  patent 


(a)  See  Go.  lit.  129  a.  "An  alien  naturalized  must  be  by  Act  of  ParUa- 
meot.  And  this  alien  naturalized  is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  natural- 
bom  subject,  and  di£fereth  much  from  denization,"  &c.  See  also  lb,  8  a. ; 
sad  Bac.  Abr.  Alien,  B. ;  Yaugh.  284. 

{b)  Alien,  B,  2. 

{e)  Go.  Lit.  129  a.  "A  person  naturalized  in  England  is  the  same  with  a 
pazwn  bom  in  England"  (Craw  y.  Ramsey^  Yaugh.  287)  ;  that  is  (subject  to 
the  stat.  12  W.  III.  o.  2,  and  any  disability  which  may  be  imposed  by  his  biU 
of  naturalization),  he  stands  in  the  same  relation  to  the  rest  of  the  community 
ai  if  he  had  been  bom  in  England ;  but  he  does  not  become  a  natural  subject, 
"for  a  natural  aubject  and  a  natural  prince  are  relatives,  and  if  an  Act  of 
Naturalization  should  thereby  make  a  man  a  natural  subject,  the  same  subject 
woold  baye  two  natural  soyereigns— one  when  he  was  bom,  the  other  when 
be  was  naturalized,  which  he  can  never  have,  more  than  two  natural  fathers 
or  two  natural  mothers,  except  the  sovereigns  be  subordinate,  the  inferior 
bdding  his  kingdom  as  liege  homager  from  the  superior."    (Yaugh.  283.) 
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1849.  oannot  have  the  privilege  much  less  oan  a  person  naturalized. 
"J^^Tr!  Is  any  but  an  alien  entitled  to  the  privilege  ? — ^No.  "Who  is 
an  alien  (a)  ?  Cleariy  not  a  person  who  has  been  naturalized. 
That  which  is  given  by  statute  may  be  taken  away  by  sta- 
tute. He  relied  upon  the  statute.  It  was  further  to  be 
observed,  in  Dyer  (6),  that  even  though  the  foreigner  pray  a 
jury  de  medietate  linguwj  and  he  do  not  have  it,  it  is  not  error. 
[Platt^  B. — If  your  position  be  correct,  how  do  you  explain 
why  the  words, "  and  have  all  the  rights  and  privileges,"  &c., 
were  added  P  Cresswell^  J. — ^It  might  have  meant  that  she 
waa  to  have  all  the  rights  of  a  natural-bom  subject,  and  not 
those  of  her  husband  alone.]  The  wife  is  to  have  all  the 
rights  which  as  a  woman  she  can  have,  and  that  her  rights 
are  not  to  be  curtailed  by  any  reference  to  her  husband. 
The  object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  give  the  woman  every 
possible  right ;  but,  even  if  that  were  not  so,  we  are  not  to 
speculate  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words.  If  in  the  statute 
they  chance  to  repeat  words  twice  over,  it  is  no  reason 
why  the  eflfect  of  them  if  only  once  stated  should  be  inva- 
lidated. 

Ballantinej  in  reply,  submitted  that,  had  the  woman 
been  tried  by  a  jury  cfe  medietate  linguce^  it  would  not  have 
been  a  mis-trial,  nor  would  there  have  been  any  error  upon 
the  record.  He  was  at  a  loss  to  see  in  what  manner  the 
question  could  be  raised :  she  claimed  her  right  as  an  alien ; 
that  would  appear  upon  the  record,  and  he  could  not  con- 
ceive how  the  trial  could  have  been  invalidated.  There  was 
an  expression,  in  Dyer  (c),  to  which  he  should  have  called 
attention — "when  the  matters  of  an  alien  born  are  in  trial" 
—as  if  the  birth  was  a  matter  not  to  be  overlooked.  A 
woman  can  never  get  rid  of  the  allegiance  which  she  owes 

(a)  See  Bro.  Abr.  Denizen  and  Alien. 

ip)  28  a. ;  and  see  Synumt  ▼.  Spinoaa,  ib,  357  *. 

(c)  28  a. 
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to  the  country  where  she  was  bom ;  she  cannot  therefore       1849. 
be  entirely,  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  naturalized,  and      -bjeoTv, 
therefore  cannot  be  deprived  of  those  privileges  which  she     ^^^AJ'^isra. 
possessed  as  an  alien-bom.    The  statute  is  expressly  for 
giving  privileges,  and  cannot  therefore  be  consistently  ap- 
plied for  the  purpose  of  taking  them  away.    In  Barrels 
cfoe  the  objection  seems  to  have  been  taken  after  issue 
joined  (a) ;  and  it  may  have  been  upon  this  ground  that  the 
case  was  decided. 

(«)  In  eaa^er  thnee,  the  Courts  appear  to  have  been  somewhat  lees  strict  than 
m  later  dajs,  as  to  the  tune  at  which  a  juiy  de  medietate  lingua  should  be 
pnjed. 

In  21  H.  yn.  [32  b,  pi.  23],  an  alien,  S.,  a  Lombard,  was  sued,  and  they 
irerf  9t  issue ^  and  no  request  had  been  made  of  a  trial  j?^  tnedieiatetn  lingua, 
but  a  genernl  venire  facias  awarded;  and,  at  the  distringas  juratorum,  the 
pbuutiff  for  expedition  (lest  he  should  be  delayed  by  challenge  *)  showed  the 
matter  and  prayed  a  tupersedeas  to  the  Sheriff  to  stay  it,  and  a  new  ve.fa, 
is  med.  ling.wnsoTding  to  the  statute,  and  he  had  it.  In  Staimf.  P.  G.  Kb. 
3,  p.  159,  it  is  said,  that  where  the  plaintiff  is  an  alien  and  the  defendant 
denizen,  the  prayer  of  tned.  ling,  must  be  before  the  venire  facias,  otherwise 
the  party  shall  be  put  to  purchase  a  writ  ('  *  brief  e ' ')  out  of  Chancery,  in  order 
that  it  may  be  allowed.  But,  if  the  defendant  is  alien  and  the  plaintiff  deni- 
Zflo,  the  law  will  allow  it  to  him  as  well  after  ae  before  the  venire  facias, 
(See  also,  Fita.'*  Trial,"  71.) 

In  debt  on  bond  {Symons  y.  Spinosa,  Dyer,  357  b,  pi.  45  [19  Eliz.])  the 
defendant  at  the  trial  prayed  a  jury  de  m,  I. ;  and  it  was  held  that  he  should 
hare  done  so  hefwre  the  awarding  of  the  venire  facias,  according  to  preco- 
danta;  notwithstanding  the  case  of  21  H.  VII.,  and  although  he  was  tried 
bj  a  juiy  of  denizens,  it  was  held  good.  See  also  Cro.  Eliz.  818  [43  Eliz.], 
Id.  869  [44  Eliz.]. 

In  the  last  case,  it  appeared  upon  the  record  that  the  party  was  mereatcr 
tstraneus;  and  this  was  said  not  to  be  material,  because  the  defendant  [or 
plaintiff],  in  w^ose  advantage  the  de  med.  ling,  should  be  awarded,  did  not 
except  to  the  venire  facias  at  the  awarding  of  the  writ,  nor  prayed  that  it 
might  be  awarded  de  med.  ling. ;  and  the  Court  without  his  prayer  could  not 
take  connsanoe  that  he  was  alienigena.  See  also  Dyer,  27  h,  pi.  180 ;  Flow. 
B. 2, note;  2EoU.  Ab.  643,  "Trial?'  (P). 

In  Dyer,  304  a,  pi.  51  (an  indictment),  the  venire  was  awarded,  the  pannel 
letuzned,  and  three  of  the  jury  sworn,  before  prayer  made.  And  here  it  was 
laid  that  he  could  not  have  his  jury  de  m.  I.,  [not  because  the  venire  was 

*  The  party  must  pray  it,  and  cannot  object  by  way  of  challenge.  Staunf .  P. 
C.  168;  and  see  stat  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  47. 
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1849.  Wilde,  C.  J.— I  need  hardly  say  that  from  the  time 

itociup!      ^^  case  came  into  the  hands  of  the  Judges  it  has  received 


awarded  and  some  of  the  jury  sworn]  but  [inter  alia]  "  because  he  had 
the  advantage  by  the  general  issne."  If  by  this  it  is  meant  he  had  already 
put  himself  upon  the  country  by  his  plea,  and  therefore  was  estopped  of  bis 
prayer,  it  is  at  variance  with  Dyer,  357  b,  and  the  other  cases  cited ;  and  if  it 
be  law,  and  upon  such  ground ;  it  would  operate  to  deprive  every  alien  of  a  jury 
dem.  L,  because  the  prayer  at  the  earliest  caimot  be  before  the  plea,  and 
by  pleading  the  general  issue  the  prisoner  is,  by  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  lY.  c 
28,  s.  1,  deemed  to  have  put  himself  upon  the  country ;  and  the  previous 
practice  of  asking  the  prisoner  *  *  How  will  you  be  tried  P  "  is  no  longer  pursued. 

The  caae,  in  Dyer,  304  a,  is  also  reported  in  Jenk.  cent.  6,  ca.  20 ;  and 
the  only  reason  there  given  for  the  decision  is  "  for  that  he  ought  to  haTe 
prayed  it  so  that  the  sheriff  might  have  known  what  jurors  to  return.'^  This 
certainly  is  more  intelligible.  In  Vangangell  v.  drowning  (Eeb.  547),  it  is 
said,  ^'If  the  defendant  be  an  alien,  on  notice  given  by  his  attorney  to  the 
plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  enter  it  on  the  roll,  to  have  trial 
de  med.  ling,  at  his  peril ;  but  the  Court  refused  to  award  it  for  the  defend- 
ant, on  his  affidavit  that  he  is  an  alien.''  In  The  King  v.  IPEon^  (Bla.  509,) 
the  Attorney 'General  filed  an  information  against  the  defendant  for  a  libel ; 
on  the  29th  June  he  pleaded  the  general  issue ;  on  the  9th  July  he  was  tried. 
In  a  note  by  the  learned  reporter  it  is  said,  *^  It  was  expected  the  defendant 
might  have  challenged  the  array  for  want'of  j  urors  dem.  I.;  but  it  was  conceived 
such  challenge  would  have  been  too  late,  imless  he  had  prayed  such  jury  by  a 
suggestion  on  the  record  that  he  was  a  foreigner  at  the  time  of  awarding  the 
venire."  And  this  view  ia  sanctioned  in  a  note  in  PI.  Com.  2  {Reniger  v.  JFor^ 
gossa).  *^Th.Qmed.  ling,  must  be  prayed  before  the  general  venire  is  awarded, 
or  at  least  before  it  is  returned  and  filed,  or  else  the  party  has  surceased  his 
time ;  and  this  holds  as  well  where  the  defendant  is  an  alien  as  the  plaintiff." 

It  would  seem  therefore,  from  the  above  authorities,  that  issue  having  been 
joined  is  not  an  objection  to  granting  a  prayer,  subsequently  made,  of  a  jury 
de  m.  I. 

A  question  then  arises,  whether  the  prayer  may  be  made  before  the  award 
of  the  venire. 

The  cases  cited  21  H.  711. ;  Dyer,  357  b. ;  Cro.  Eliz.  818;  Cro.  Eliz. 
869 ;  Eeb.  547 ;  and  from  which  it  would  appear  that  the  prayer  must  be 
before  the  venire ^  were  civil  causes,  the  practice  in  which  is  to  be  distinguished 
from  that  in  criminal  cases.  The  case,  in  Dyer,  304  0,  is  a  criminal  case,  and  is 
to  the  same  effect.  Then  we  have  the  note  in  Blackstone  and  that  in  Plowden, 
which  do  not  really  decide  this  point  at  all. 

Some  confusion  may  exist  as  to  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  venire.  A 
general  venire  or' precept  (see  form  2  Hale,  P.  C.  32)  ought  (Hale,  P.  C. 
34)  to  be  issued  to  the  Sheriff  by  the  Justices  of  gaol  delivery  before  fhe 
assizes  (jsemble,  six  days  at  least,  4  &  5  W.  &  M.  c.  24,  and  7  &  8  W.  m.  c 
32),  tested  in  the  name  of  the  Queen,  or  in  the  name  of  the  Justices  (Hale, 
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their  onzioiis  attention;  not,  for  the  purpose  of  pre-  1849. 
maturely  forming  an  opinion ;  but,  in  order  that  they  -Bjsa.v, 
might  be  fully  enabled  so  to  apply  their  minds  to  the     ^^^^'^'°"*- 

p.  G.  83) ;  and  by  the  eommudonen  of  oyer  and  terminer  under  their 
•eals,  fifteen  days  hefoze  theiT  session,  to  retom  twenty-four  jurors*  to  tiy 
the  iMae  between  the  Qaeen  and  the  prisoners  to  be  arraigned ;  yet  this  is  but 
preparatozy,  and  to  have  a  jury  in  readiness  ;t  for  after  the  prisoners  arraigned 
and  pleaded  to  the  conntiy,  a  precept  ought  to  issae  to  the  sheriff  in  nature 
of  a  teninfaciat  (see  4Bla.  Com.  344;  2HaleB,  P.  0.  264;  2Haw.  P.  C. 
e.  41),  which  may  bear  test  the  same  day  that  the  prisoner  pleada,  command* 
jng  the  sheriff  to  return  twenty-four,  &c.,  to  try  the  issue  upon  the  same 
day  that  the  prisoner  pleads,  viz.,  ad  horam  primam  pott  meridiem^  ^e.,  or 
jipaa  a  future  day,  and  this  precept  must  be  in  the  names  and  under  the 
seals  ol  the  commissioners,  or  three  of  them,  whereof  one  of  the  quorum,  and 
sot  Iwrely  by  an  award  upon  the  roll  (Hales,  P.  C.  260,  261).  The  question 
caanot  turn  upon  the  first-mentioned  precept  or  venire,  for  that  would  fre- 
quently happen  before  even  the  offence  committed.  Is  it  then  before  the  last- 
mentioned  venire  that  the  prayer  must  be  made  ?  '  ^  Justices  of  gaol  deUvery, 
of  ofer  and  terminer,  and  justices  of  peace,  after  the  prisoner  hath  pleaded, 
may  take  his  panel  from  the  sheriff  without  making  any  precept  to  bun 
(mdes,  P.  C.  261 ;  2  Haw.  P.  G.  c.  41,  s.  1,  p.  661 1)-  And  it  has  now 
become  the  general  practice  for  the  clerk  of  the  Court  to  call  the  jury  returned 
by  the  sheriff  into  the  box  without  any  communication  with  the  Judge  upon 
the  subject."  It  cannot  therefore  be  before  the  latter  venire,  which  seldom 
or  ne^er  isroes,  that  the  party  must  make  his  prayer.  When  then  is  the  prayer 
to  be  made  ?  '*  If  upon  an  indictment  of  felony  against  an  alien,  he  plead  not 
fwUy,  and  a  common  jury  be  returned,  if  he  doth  not  eurmiee  his  being  an 
alien  before  any  of  the  jury  sworn  he  hath  lost  that  advantage  (Dyer,  304  a), 
[oertaioly  not  a  satisfactory  authority  on  the  point,]  but  if  he  allege,  that  he 
■  in  alien,  he  may  challenge  the  array  for  that  cause,  and  thereupon  a  new 
precept  or  venire  faeiae  shall  issue,  or  an  award  be  made  of  a  jury  dem.U, 
(21 H.  Vn.  32  b) ;  but  it  is  more  proper  for  him  to  surmise  it  upon  his  plea 
^eaded,  and  thereupon  to  pray  it." 
It  has  been  dedded  in  an  action  of  t^feetment  that  the  return  of  the  venire 

*  Forty-eight  jurors  (4  Blk.  Com.  344) .  Not  leas  than  forty-eight  nor  more 
&an  seventy-two  (3  G.  II.  c.  25) .  In  practice  the  numbers  vary,  regard  being 
liad  principally  to  the  amount  of  population  within  the  jurisdiction.  At  the 
Oentnl  Criminal  Court,  the  precept  is  to  return  a  ^^  competent"  number. 

t  If  the  jurors  be  challenged  until  sufficient  do  not  remain,  a  new  panel  may 
be  ordered  ore  tenue ;  on  a  charge  of  treason,  it  appears,  the  Court  should 
adjourn  in  order  that  the  prisoner  may  have  a  copy  of  the  new  panel  in  due  time, 
(pumiant  to  stat.  7  Will.  III.  c.  3,)  otherwise  anew  panel  might  be  ordered  re- 
turnable inatanter  (Fos.  C.  L.  64).  It  would  therefore  appear  that  in  casea 
other  than  treason,  it  may  be  so  ordered  without  any  adjournment. 

^  It  is  said  to  be  otherwise,  if  they  have  a  special  commission  (2  Haw.  P.  C. 
41,1. 1,  p.  661,  note  (6)). 

VOL.  I.  Q 
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1849.  arguments  as  to  arrive  at  a  proper  oondTision.  Eaohof  us 
rbo.  r.  having  attended  to  the  case,  and  particularly  to  the  aigu- 
^'  ments  of  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  (who,  it  appears  to  me, 
urged  everything  most  ably  that  oould  be  urged  in  her  be- 
half,) we  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  objection  can- 
not be  sustained ;  and,  that  the  party  was  properly  tried  by 
the  Jury  which  was  empanelled  on  the  oocaaion,  and  we 
are  abo  all  of  opinion  that  it  is  unnecessary  for  the  purpose 
of  coming  to  a  just,  and  proper,  conclusion  on  the  question, 
to  enter  upon  many  of  the  topics  which  have  been,  not  im- 
properly, introduced  in  the  course  of  the  argument. 

The  question  is  simply  this ; — ^Was  the  prisoner  an  alien 
at  the  time  of  the  trial?  if  she  was,  then  she  was  entitled  to 
that  which  she  prayed ;  if  she  was  not  an  alien,  but  a  British 
subject,  then  she  was  not  so  entitled.  Now  the  effect  of  an 
Actof  Naturalizationhas  not  been  questioned,  and  itishardly 
to  be  expected  that  it  should  be,  for  it  is  clearly  laid  down 
by  Lord  Coke,  by  Lord  Bacon,  by  Sir  Matthew  Hale,  by 

de  med.  ling,  ought  to  show  which  of  the  jurozs  are  aliena  and  which  denizens, 
and  they  ought  to  be  sworn  npon  the  jmy  one  denizen  and  one  alien,  and  ao 
another  denizen  and  another  alien,  in  their  turns ;  but  if  otherwise,  it  is  a  mis- 
return,  and  only  aided  by  stat.  ISEliz.  c.  14,  (Cro.  Eliz.  841, 818;  and  see  Tb, 
305,)  intituled,  An  Act  for  Jteformation  ofJeofailty  which  enacts,  ''That  if  any 
verdict  of  twelve  men  or  more  shall  be  hereafter  given  in  any  o^^ion,  suUf  biU, 
plaintf  or  demand^  in  any  Court  of  Beooid,  the  judgment  shaU  not  be  stayed 
or  reversed  by  reason  of  any  default,  &c.,  &c. ;  but  by  the  second  sect.,  the 
statute  shall  not  extend  to  any  writ,  declaration,  or  suit  of  appeal  of  felony  or 
murder,  nor  to  any  indictment  or  presentment  of  felony,  murder,  treason,  or 
other  matter,  nor  to  any  process  upon  any  of  them,  nor  to  any  writ,  bill,  action, 
or  information  upon  any  popular  or  penal  statute;  anything  to  the  contraiy 
notwithstanding"  (see  2  Hale,  P.  C.  193).  It  would  therefore  appear,  that 
it  mutt  be  so  in  criminal  cases. 

Where  the  Sheriff  returns  twelve  for  aliens,  of  whom  even  six  are  not  really 
aliens,  sembk,  the  party  may  challenge  the  array  (2  Bol.  Ab.  643,  P.  pi.  2). 

An  alien  shall  not  have  a  tales  de  med.  ling,,  unless  the  first  venire  faciat 
were  so  (3  Ed.  lY.  c.  116,  pi.  3;  1  Keb.  647).  A  talee  de  eireumstantibut 
may  be  awarded  on  a  trial  de  med.  ling,  for  so  many  (10  Bep.  105  a)  aa  shall 
be  wanting  (Cro.  Eliz.  306 ;  10  Rep.  104  a ;  Haw.  P.  0.  bk.  2,  c.  43,  s.  4Q. 

It  seems  agreed  that  there  is  no  need  that  any  of  those  who  find  an  indict- 
ment against  an  alien  should  be  aliens  (2  Haw.  P.  C.  579). 


2CIGHAELB£AS  TERM,  Zni.  TIOT*  '    173 

all  the  text  writers,  and  hj  all  the  Editors  of  Blaokstone,       1849. 
(indeed,  it  is  a  propositioii  universally  adopted,)  that  a  person      -BLBa.v. 
Bfltoralized  becomes  to  all   intents  and   purposes  as  a     ^^^*™^^' 
British-bom  subject.    That  proposition  is  not  at  all  im- 
pugned, nor  its  correctness  in  any  degree  impeached  by  the 
lAct,  that  in  naturalizaiion  acts  certain  disqualifications  are 
introduced ;  because,  it  is  competent  for  the  Legislature  to 
impose  restrictions  upon  individuals  which  do  not  extend 
to  British  subjects  generally.    The  Boyal  Marriage  Act  (a) 
imposed  certcdn  disqualifications  upon  British  subjects ;  and 
various  other  Acts  of  Parliament  disqualify  individuals  from 
holding  certain  offices,  and  from  exercising  certain  rights. 
In  Bex  V.  De  Mierre  (6)  the  question  arose  upon  a  Naturaliza- 
tion Act,  whether  a  person  thereby  naturalized  was  liable 
to  serre  the  office  of  constable ;  the  statute  declaring  that 
the  party  should  be  adjudged,  and  taken,  to  all  intents  and 
pniposes,  to  be  naturalized,  and,  as  a  free-bom  subject  of 
this  kingdom ;  but  it  also  provides,  that  the  party  should 
not  take  any  office  or  place  of  trust,  either  civil  or  military ; 
and  in  respect  of  such  disqualification,  the  party  was  held 
not  liable  to  serve  the  office,  it  being  one  of  trust.    Now, 
the  question  here,  is,  What  was  the  status  of  the  prisoner  at 
the  time  of  trial  P    The  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  re- 
ferred to,  says,  that  a  woman  who  marries  a  natural-bom 
sabject  shall  be  deemed,  and  taken  to  be  herself  naturalized, 
and  have  all  the  rights,  and  privileges  of  a  British  subject. 
If  this  be  so,  what  are  the  rights  of  a  British  subject?  British 
subjects  may  be  subject  to  certain  disqualifications ;  but,  I 
know  of  no  instance  in  which  the  character  of  an  alien  and 
a  British  subject  are  united.    The  disqualifications  are  not 
such  as  arise  from  alienage  after  naturalization,  but  such 
as  are  imposed,  by  the  authority  of  Parliament,  upon  par- 

(a)  12  Geo.  m.  c  11.  {b)  6  Burr.  2788. 

02 
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1849.  tioular  individaals.  If  therefore  the  effeot  of  the  Act  of 
^Eisa.v.  Parliament  is  to  make  the  pajrty  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses a  British  subject,  as  it  appears  to  be  upon  the 
authorities  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  also  from 
the  yery  learned  judgment  in  1  Yent.  {b) ;  if  that 
be  so;  is  there  anything  in  the  present  Act  of  Par- 
liament to  qualify  the  general  enactment,  that*  the  party 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  naturalized  P  One  part  of 
the  argument  is  that  the  statute  was  intended  to  give 
rights  and  not  to  take  them  away :  what  is  the  ordinary 
effect  of  every  Naturalization  Act  P  It  is  to  give,  and  not  to 
take  away.  The  argument  urged  in  the  present  case  might 
be  used  upon  every  Act  of  naturalization,  because,  in  none  of 
them  is  it  said,  that  the  statute  should  operate  upon  the  trial 
by  jury ;  they  merely  confer  certain  rights  by  naturalization ; 
that  the  party  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to  be  a  British 
subject.  What  does  the  statute  give  P  It  gives  all  the  rights 
of  a  British  subject.  What  does  it  take  away  P  All  that 
does  not  belong  to  a  British  subject.  It  makes  the  party, 
ipso  factOy  to  aU  intents  and  purposes  a  British  subject. 
The  argimient  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  other  parts  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament  appears  to  be,  that  if  a  woman  mar- 
ries a  man  naturalized  in  a  particular  way,  she  may,  by  the 
construction  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the  Grown,  acquire 
a  different  statuB^  and  be  entitled  to  different  rights  from  her 
husband.  Very  likely. — If  the  husband  in  being  naturalized 
was  placed  under  certain  disabilities :  he  is  not  the  lees  a 
British  subject  because  of  those  disabilities,  nor  can  that 
fact  be  taken  to  qualify  a  distinct  substantive  enactment, 
by  which  the  wife  is  naturalized  without  any  qualification 
whatever.    The  clause  is  general  in  its  terms,  that  the  party 


(a)  Qy.y  Tir  Sir  Matthew  Hale,  C.  B.,  in  Colltn^wood  ▼.  Paee,  1  Vent 
il8. 
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flihall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  herself  naturalized.    The      1849. 

first  argument  therefore  fails.    The  next  argument  is,  that      bxq.v. 

the  introdnction  of  the  words  "  and  have  all  the  rights  and     ^^^^»^™f^- 

privileges  of  a  natural-bom  subject,"  must  be  considered  as 

qualifying  the  previous  enactment.    But  it  is  not  patting 

a  proper  construction  on  those  words,  to  say  that  although 

they  were  introduced  to  enlarge,  they  operate  to  lessen  the 

poliiioal  status  of   the  party;  that   is  not  a  just  con- 

dusion.    Whether  these  words  were  introduced  in  pur« 

suance  of  a  general  practice,  the  Legislature  adopting 

an  ordinaiy  phraseology  by  which  aU  rights  resulting  from 

a  certain  position  are  introduced,  or  whatever  may  have 

been  the  intention,  it  appears  to  us  that  they  can  have 

no  such  operation  as  that  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the 

prisoner  in  the  present  instance.    You  are  to  collect  the 

interpretation  of  the  Act  not  by  travelling  out  of  the  Act, 

but  by  looking  to  the  Act  itself ;  by  reading  the  whole, 

and  applying  the  general  tenor  to  the  construction  of  a 

particular  section.    What  was  the  general  intention  of  the 

Act?  ItwastomakethewomanaBritishsubject:  and  I  find 

no  words  in  the  Act  which  will  warrant  the  conclusion  that  it 

intended  to  enlarge,  or  diminish,  what  belongs  to  the  status 

of  a  British  subject.    It  does  not  refer  to  the  Jury  Act  any 

more  than  any  other  Naturalization  Act  refers  to  the  Jury 

Act.    Those  Acts  of  Parliament  content  themselves  with 

giving  to  parties  the  status  of  British  subjects,  and,  theui 

m  express  tenns  adding  to  the  character  of  a  British  sub- 

ject  any  disabilities  which  it  may  be  thought  wise  to  add, 

with  regard  to  the  particular  individual.     With  respect 

therefore  to  this  person,  we  cannot  discern  any  intention  in 

the  Act  of  Parliament  to  do  more  or  less  than  to  make  her 

a  British  subject ;  if  that  be  so,  the  whole  question  is  at  an 

end ;  she  was  not  an  alien  at  the  time  she  was  tried,  but  a 

British  subject,  and  therefore  she  was  not  entitled  to  any 
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1849.       other  than  a  British  jury.    The  Judges  limit  their  view  to 

BaoTfJ!      ^®  construction  of  this  Act  of  Parliament  as  combined  with 

^^^^""^^-     previous  Acts,  and  their  construction  is,  that  a  woman  who 

marries  a  British  subject  becomes  a  British  subject  to  all 

« 

intents  and  purposes,  and  therefore  that  this  person  has 
been  properly  tried,  and  there  is  no  groimd  for  the  objection. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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Pollock,  G.  B.,  Bolfe,  B., 

COLEBIDGB,  3.,  GbESSWELL,  J., 

Platt,  B. 


Thb  Queen  against  Henet  Hareis. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Baron  Platt. 

PLEADING.  ,Q.^ 

1849. 

"  Henet  Harris  was  convicted  before  me  at  the  last     J^'^S^'. 

QloiLoester  assizes,  upon  an  indictment  charging  that  he  An  indictment" 

upon  his  examination  nnder  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  5^^^^."^*' 

against  him  did  not  discover  when  he  disposed  of  certain  ^^J^'g^ 

real  property  of  which  he  had  been  possessed  with  intent  to  If^^Pf.**^^ 

defraud  his  creditors.  ^  examina- 

tion, to  wit," 
"The  fiat  iEwued  on  the  11th  November,  1843.    The  &c.,  "hewaa 

prisoner  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy  was  possessed  of  an  T«a  estate,  to 

equity  of  redemption  in  land  and  houses  which  he  had  mort-  "  that  hej'at 

3         3     ^         P11J1  1*1  •  1         n    the  time  of  his 

gaged,  and  also  of  land  and  nouses  which  were  mcumbered.  Baid  examina- 
"  In  December,  1843,  or  January,  1844,  he  executed  a  i«^d  no^iia- 
deed  dated  the  4th  April,  1842,  purporting  to  convey  on  ^^^^  „- 
that  day  all  his  interest  in  the  above-mentioned  property  to  SSafe^d  the 
his  children ;  and,  on  his  examination,  which  begcui  on  the  ^  ^^^^t 
3id  January,  1844,  and  ended  on  the  1st  March  of  the  ST®?™!?^ 

J  ^  7  ^  ^     ^  ^  jT^Q  bankrupt 

«ame  year,  he  stated  he  had  disposed  of  his  interest  in  the  haddispoeedof, 

•^        '  ^        ^  assigned,  or 

property  on  the  day  on  which  that  deed  bore  date.  transferred  the 

,  ...        Baid  estate,  &c. 

"  The  indictment,  after  stating  the  trading,  petitiomng  Held  insuffi- 
cient. 

Qy.  Whether  an  indictment  under  the  same  statute,  charging  that  the  bankrupt  "  sub* 
ndtted  himseU  to  be  examined,"  &c.,  and  ''that  at  the  time  of  nis  said  examination^"  &c.| 
loi&Gient^  alleges  that  the  bankrupt  teas  examined. 
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1849.       creditor's  debt^  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  fiat,  and  the  adja- 
Baa.  9.       dioation  of  bankruptcy  under  it,  proceeded  thus : — 
^^*""*  "  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 

do  further  present  that  the  said  Henry  Harris,  late  of  the 
city  and  county  of  Bristol,  shoemaker,  dealer  and  chapman, 
afterwards  and  within  the  time  limited  by  law  in  that 
behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the 
city  and  county  of  Bristol  aforesaid,  surrendered  himsftlf  to 
the  said  district  court  authorized  to  act  in  the  prosecution 
of  the  said  fiat,  and  was  then  and  there,  as  last  aforesaid, 
duly  sworn  before  the  said  Bichard  Stephenson,  he  the 
said  Bichard  Stephenson  acting  as  such  commissioner, 
haying  then  and  there  lawful  and  competent  authority  to 
administer  the  said  oath,  and  duly  submitted  himself  to  be 
examined  before  the  said  court.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  the  said 
Henry  Harris,  at  the  time  of  his  said  examination,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was  possessed  of  a  certain 
real  estate,  to  wit,  all  that  plot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  ground, 
hereditaments,  and  premises  situate  in  the  parish  of  Christ* 
church,  in  the  said  county  of  Monmouth,  &c.,  &c.  (de- 
scribing the  real  property),  and  then  charged  that  the  pri- 
soner at  the  time  of  his  said  examination,  and  being  so 
sworn  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  feloniously  did  not  dis- 
coyer  when  he  disposed  of,  assigned,  and  transferred  the 
said  real  estate  of  him,  the  prisoner,  being  such  bankrupt 
as  aforesaid,  the  same  not  haying  really  and  band  fide  before 
then  and  before  the  time  last  aforesaid  been  sold  and  dis- 
posed of  in  the  way  of  the  trade  of  the  said  prisoner,  or  laid 
out  in  the  ordinary  expense  of  the  family  of  the  said  prisoner, 
with  intent  then  and  thereby  to  defraud  the  creditors  of 
the  said  prisoner,  against  the  form,  &c.,  &c. 

^^  Huddleaton  (with  him  M^Mahon)  moved  to  quash  the 
indictment^  and,  after  the  conviction  in  arrest  of  Judgment^ 
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extended  (a)  that  the  indiotment  should  have  oontained       1849. 
two  distinct  allegations.  Bxa.v. 

"  Ist  That  the  prisoner  was  examined.  Habbib. 

"2nd.  That  the  prisoner  had,  in  fact,  disposed  of  the  real 
property;  and  that  the  absence  of  either  of  those  allegations 
rendered  it  sobstantiallj  def eotiye.  At  the  dose  of  the  case 
for  the  prosecution  he  also  contended  (a)  that  the  indict- 
ment was  misconceiyed,  for  that  the  prisoner  had  on  his 
examination  stated  a  time  at  which  he  alleged  he  had  dis- 
posed of  the  property.  I  oyerruled  the  first  and  second 
objections;  andy  as  to  the  second  objection  {a),  held  that  if 
the  prisoner,  on  his  examination,  f alselj,  and  with  intent  to 
defraud  his  creditors,  swore  that  he  had  conyejed  the  pro- 
perty to  his  children  on  the  4th  April,  1842,  he  did  not 
disooyer  it  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  {b). 


(•)  The  cfMe,  as  oiigmally  submitted  to  the  Judges  in  Easter  Term,  stated, 
"Hnddleston  demurredy  and  thereupon  contended,"  in  lieu  of  the  words  now 
ituding hef ore  the  word  "that,"  and  the  words  "also  contended,"  in  the 
pnMnt  case  were  substituted  for  the  words  "further  contended,"  and  the 
woidB  "  first  and  second  objection,  and  as  to  the  second  objection,"  were  Bub- 
ititated  for  "demurrer  and."  When  the  case  so  stated  came  before^this 
Court,  in  Easter  Term,  before  Wilde,  G.  J.,  Alderson,  B.,  Wightman,  J., 
Ciwwell,  J.,  and  PIfltt,  B., 

Suddlttton  (with  him,  JtTMahon)  appeared  for  the  prisoner.  (Wilde, 
C.  J.,  "  What  authority  have  we  to  hear  you  in  this  case  ?  You  can  hardly 
ttll  a  case  resenred  which  has  been  determined  upon  demurrer.")  The 
demiiiTar  was  withdrawn.  (Wilde,  G.  J. — Our  judgment  must  be  upon  the 
case  wbidi  states  that  the  demurrer  was  deteimined.) 

It  was  then  ordered  that  the  case  should  stand  over. 

The  case  was  again,  in  Tiin.  T.,  brought  before  this  Oourt,  composed  of 
Loid  Denman,  G.  J.,  Parke,  B.,  Patteson,  Goltman,  and  Williams,  JJ., 
when  it  was  sent  back  to  be  restated;  Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  obserying, 
"IhsTe  a  great  objection  to  any  alteration  in  the  statement  of  facts,  and  I 
hope  BQch  a  circumstance  will  not  take  place  again." 

Bfg.  T.  Jem  Appleton, — Vaughan  (before  the  same  Gourt)  stated  that  this 
ease  was  open  to  the  same  objection  as  Beg,  t.  Harrit ;  it  came  before  the 

Court  upon  a  demurrer  to  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquit. 

Lord  Denman,  G.  J. — * '  It  has  already  been  decided  that  the  Gourts  have  not 
thepower  to  reserre  a  question  in  this  way." 
(i)6fc6Victo.l22,s.  32. 
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1849.  ^'  The  case  went  to  the  juiy,  and  the  prisoner  was  oon- 

rto.  t>.      victed  on  the  merits.    But  I  may  have  been  mistaken  in 

^^^*™'      oyermling  the  two  objections  raised  by  counsel,  and  the 

success  of  any  one  of  them  would  have  defeated  the  proee- 

cution. 

^'  I  have  thought  it  more  safe  to  reserve  them  for  far- 
ther discussio^i,  and  submit  them  to  the  consideration  of 
the  Judges. 

"T.  J.  Platt." 

HuddleaUmy  for  the  prisoner.  This  was  an  indictment 
under  the  stat.  5  &  6  Yict.  c.  122,  s.  32  (a),  which  section, 
amongst  other  matters,  enacts,  ^'  That  any  person  who  shaQ 
be  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  who  upon  such  examination 

(a)  And  be  it  enacted,  That  if  any  person  adjudged  bankrapt  after  Uie  com- 
mencement of  tliia  Act  shall  not,  upon  the  day  limited  for  the  surrender  of 
such  bankrupt,  and  before  three  of  the  clock  of  such  day,  or  at  the  hour  and 
upon  the  day  allowed  him  for  finishing  his  examination  after  notice  thereof  in 
writing  to  be  left  at  his  usual  or  last  known  place  of  abode  or  businees  of  audi 
person,  or  personal  notice  in  case  such  personbe  then  in  prison,  and  notice  given 
in  the  London  Gazette  of  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  of  the  sittings  of  the  Court 
authorized  to  act  in  the  prosecution  of  the  fiat  against  him,  suziender  himself 
to  such  Court,  and  sign  or  subscribe  such  surrender,  and  submit  to  be  ex- 
amined before  such  Court  from  time  to  time  upon  oath;  or  if  any  such  bankrupt 
upon  such  examination  shall  not  discover  all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  and 
how  and  to  whom,  upon  what  consideration  and  when  he  disposed  of,  assigned, 
or  transferred  any  such  estate,  and  all  books,  papers,  and  writings  relating 
thereunto  (except  such  part  as  shall  have  been  really  and  hofid  Jide  before 
sold  or  disposed  of  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  or  laid  out  in  the  ordinary  expense 
of  his  family) ;  or  if  any  such  bankrupt  shall  not  upon  such  examination 
deliver  up  to  the  said  Court  all  such  part  of  such  estate,  and  all  books,  papers, 
'  and  writings  relating  thereunto  aa  shall  be  in  his  possession,  custody,  or 
power,  (except  the  necessary  wearing  apparel  of  himself,  his  wife,  and  diil- 
dren,)  or  if  such  bankrupt  shall  remove,  conceal,  or  embezzle  any  i>art  of  sudi 
estate  to  the  value  of  ten  pounda  or  upwards,  or  any  books  of  account,  papers, 
or  writings  relating  thereto,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  every  such 
bankrupt  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  felony,  and  be  liable  to  be  transported  for 
life,  or  for  such  term  not  less  than  seven  years  as  the  Court  before  which  he 
shall  be  convicted  shall  adjudge,  or  shall  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned  with  or 
without  hard  labour  in  any  common  gaol,  penitentiary  house  or  house  of  cor- 
rection, for  any  term  not  exceeding  seven  years. 
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(as  la  therein  mentioned)  shall  not  disooyer  all  his  real  and       1849. 
personal  estate,  and  how,  and  to  whom,  and  upon  what  con-      emTi^ 
aideration,  and  when  he  disposed  of,  assigned  or  transferred      Habbib. 
any  such  estate,  shall  be  gujlty  of  felonj."    It  was  im- 
portant to  look  to  the  first  part  of  that  section  to  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  the  word  ^'such:"  it  is  there  enacted,  that  if 
any  person  adjudged  a  bankrupt  shall  not  at  certain  times, 
limited  for  the  surrender  of  the  bankrupt,  and  after  certain 
notices  surrender  himself,  and  submit  to  be  examined  before 
soeh  Court  from  time  to  time  upon  oath ;  or  if  upon  such 
examination,  &o.,  he  should  fail  to  discover  his  real  estate, 
he  was  then  liable.     There  were  two  objections  to  this 
indictment. — First,  that  it  is  nowhere  stated  upon  the  face 
of  the  indictment  that  there  was  at  any  time  an  exami- 
nation.   The  words  in  the  indictment  are,  ^^  at  the  time  of 
bis  examination  he  did  not  discover" — and  the  only  allega- 
tion is  that  on  the  day,  &c.,  he  surrendered  himself  to  the 
District  Court,  and  was  then  and  there  duly  sworn,  and  sub- 
mitted himself  to  be  examined ;  but  it  nowhere  states  that  he 
was  examined.    At  the  trial  it  was  sought  to  get  rid  of  the 
objection  by  getting  rid  of  the  word  "  said  " — "  of  his  said 
examination."    He  apprehended  that  word  was  important 
and  ought  not  to  be  rejected ;  if  so,  looking  back  from  the 
word  ''said"  the  Court  would  find  that  no  examination 
was  previously  stated :  that ''  he  submitted  to  be  examined," 
is  dearly  not  an  allegation  that  he  was  examined ;  that 
would  appear  to  be  completely  decided  by  Eex  v.  Page  («), 
which  was  a  case  upon  the  stat.  5  Geo.  11.  c.  30,  s.  1 ;  that 
statute  contains  precisely  the  same  words  as  the  statute 
upon  which  this  indictment  was  founded.    There  it  was 
held,  that  when  a  bankrupt  refused  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions put  to  him,   it    was    not    such    an    examination 
as  was  necessary,  in   order   to  render   the   party  sub- 
ject to  the  charge  of   felony  within  the  statute.     That 

(a)  1  Bro.  &  Bing.  308;  S.C.7  Price,  616;  3  Moore,  666. 
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1849.  case  therefore  shews  a  olear  distiiiotion  hetween  a  submit- 
Beg.  9.  ting  to  be  examined  and  an  examination;  the  distinction  is 
also  evident  from  the  words  of  this  statute.  \PoUockj  C.  B. 
— ^Tour  argument  is  that  he  was  sworn ;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  an j  question  was  put  to  him ;  was  he  therefore 
under  such  circimiBtances  bound  to  state  these  matters  P] 
That  is  precisely  the  question.  \Pollocky  B. — If  the  ques- 
tion is  put  to  him,  whether  he  has  an j  estate  ?  and  he  says 
No, — ^that  is  an  examination.]  A  bankrupt  is  not  like  an 
insolvent :  an  iasolyent  has  to  prepare  his  schedule,  and  he 
is  bound  to  disclose  all  his  estate  upon  the  face  of  it :  not 
BO  with  a  bankrupt,  the  disclosures  in  his  case  are  to  be  the 
result  of  the  questions  which  may  be  put  to  him ;  this  was 
apparent  from  the  form  of  the  oath  administered  to  him. 
[^Coleridge J  J. — Does  the  statute  give  the  form  of  the  oath  P] 
It-  appeared  not,  he  had  not  been  able  to  find  anything  of 
the  sort.  There  were  thirty  days  between  the  examinations, 
and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  prisoner  underwent  the  last 
examination  at  all.  Rex  v.  Walters  (a),  was  an  indictment 
for  the  same  sort  of  offence  as  that  for  which  the  present 
party  is  indicted.  At  the  trial  of  that  case  it  appeared 
that  the  final  examination  of  the  bankrupt  had  never  been 
completed,  and  that  it  was  adjourned  sine  die;  and  Park,  J.y 
in  giving  judgment,  says,  "  Even  if  the  prisoner  had  con- 
cealed  these  books"  [which  he  was  charged  with  concealing, 
but  which  was  not  proved],  ^^  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is  not 
indictable  till  after  he  has  concluded  his  last  examination ; 
till  then  he  has  a  locm  pcmitentice.  How  do  we  know  that 
when  he  goes  to  complete  his  last  examination,  he  will  not 
deliver  up  all  his  books  correctly  P  The  prisoner  must  be 
acquitted."  Here  it  says,  at  the  time  of  his  esamination 
he  did  not  discover, — ^which  examination  P  It  does  not 
appear  that  he  had  passed  his  last  examination ;  and  if  he 

(a)  6  C.  &  F.  188. 
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bad  not  he  was  not  indiotable,  upon  the  authoritj  of  Eex  y.       1849. 
Watters.    He  may  have  undergone  no  other  examination      etoT^! 
ihanthatof  havingbeensimplyasked,  Are  you  the  bankrupt?      Hasbm. 
to  whioh  he  may  have  answered,  No.    No  further  question 
may  have  been  put  to  him,  and  upon  this,  for  all  that 
appears,  he  may  have  been  indicted.    Again,  the  words  of 
the  Act  are  "  upon  the  examination;"  in  the  indictment  the 
allegation  is  ^^  at  the  time  of  the  examination;"  that  is  not 
equivalent  to  the  word  "  upon:"  for  this  he  was  not  with- 
out authority.    In  Beg.  v.  Bartholomew  (a),  whioh  was  an 
indictment  for  perjury,  the  indictment  merely  stated,  that 
« at  the  time  the  said  C.  B.  swore  as  aforesaid,  it  was 
material  and  necessary  for  the  said  T.  S.  so  being  such 
Justice  as  aforesaid,  to  inquire,"  &c.;  and  it  was  objected, 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  averment  of  materiaUiy  con- 
tained  in  the  indictment  was  insufficient,  and  Alderson^  B., 
in  giving  judgment,  after  conferring  with  the  other  learned 
Judges,  says,  ^^It  is  ncft  stated  that  it  was  a  material 
and   necessary  question  in  the  inquiry  before  the  said 
T.  8.,  to  which  you  gave  the  false  and  corrupt  answer,"  &c. ; 
and  the  judgment  was  therefore  arrested.    The  words  there 
used  were  the  same  as  they  are  here;  the  allegation  '^at 
the  time  "  does  not  point  to  the  occasion,  but  merely  to  the 
period;  he  also  referred  to  Bex  v.  Stevens  {b). 

The  second  objection  is,  that  upon  the  face  of  the  indict- 
ment the  allegation  that  he  had  disposed  of  his  property 
is  repugnant.  It  is  alleged  that,  at  the  time  of  his  said 
examination,  he  was  possessed  of  a  certain  real  estate ;  and 
that  at  the  time,  &c.,  he  did  not  discover  when  he  disposed 
of  it:  it  does  not  state  that  he  had  disposed  of  his  estate ; 
Hub  certainly  should  have  been  stated,  in  order  to  render 
the  indictment  sensible;  as  it  stands  it  is  perfectly  in- 
Benaible.    In  Haw.  P.  0.  (c),  it  is  said  '^  that  it  is  a  certain 

(0)  1  C.  ft  K.  366.  {b)  5  B.  ft  G.  246. 

(0  B()pk  2,  c.  25,  8.  62,  8th  «d.  by  Curwood. 
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1849.  rule,  that  where  one  material  part  of  an  indiotment  is  repiig- 
R^^Tv!  ^^^^'^^  ^  another,  the  whole  is  void ;  for  the  law  will  not 
^^^^^*  admit  of  suoh  nonsense  and  absurdities  in  legal  proceedings, 
which,  if  suffered,  would  soon  introduce  barbarism  and 
confusion.  Also  it  takes  o£E  much  from  the  credit  of  an 
indictment,  that  those  by  whom  it  is  found  have  contra- 
dicted themselves."  He  also  referred  to  Com,  Dig.  (a); 
Staxk.  Or.  PL  (b);  and  Haw.  P.  C.  (c).  IPollock,  C.  B.— 
It  is  consistent  with  this  declaration,  that  when  he  came 
before  the  commissioners  to  be  examined,  he  took  the  oath 
and  declined  to  answer  a  single  question;  or  that  the 
party  may  not  have  been  suj£ciently  examined.]  That  is 
the  third  objection.  [Cresswelly  J. — ^He  may  have  been 
aaked  how  he  disposed  of  his  property;  and  if  he  never  had 
the  property,  how  could  he  answer  the  question?] 

W.  M,  CookCy  contra. — It  would  be  enough  for  him  to 
satisfy  the  Court  that  in  this  indictment  sufficient  was 
stated  to  make  known  to  the  person  indicted  the  offence 
with  which  he  was  charged.  If  an  offence  is  so  stated  that 
a  person  of  ordinary  understanding  may  know  the  offence 
with  which  he  is  indicted,  that  is  sufficient.  The  present  is 
the  form  which  appears  to  have  been  in  use  from  the  re- 
motest  times.  In  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Page  {d)y  as  reported 
in  Moore,  and  also  in  Price,  the  form  of  the  indictment  is 
not  given.  In  Rex  v.  Bullock  {e)^  the  form  of  the  indictment 
seems  to  have  been  the  same  as  m  the  present  case;  and 
there  no  objection  was  taken  that  there  was  no  special 
averment  that  the  party  was  a  bankrupt.  [Pollock^  C.  B. 
— That  was  upon  a  different  statute.]  The  statutes  are  in 
nowise  altered.  \Pollocky  C.  B. — Bullock  was  charged 
with    concealing.]     All    that    the    statute    imposes   is 


(a)  Indictment,  (G  3).  {b)  p.  234. 

(0  Book  1,  c.  64,  B.  39,  in  the  2nd  vol.  of  edits,  of  1787  and  1795. 

\d)  3  Moore,  666 ;  7  Price,  616. 

\e)  1  Taimt.  71 1  S,C,2  Leach,  C.  C.  996. 
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oontained     in    the    preBent    indictment.      The    statute       1849. 
reqiureB  that  the  bankrupt  shall  surrender  and  submit  to       -ELsa.v. 
be  examined ;  and  if  upon  such  examination  shall  not      ^^^bbib. 
diflooYer,  &c.     The  indictment  alleges  that  he    surren- 
dered himself  to  the  Court,  and  was  duly  sworn  before  the 
oommiflSLonery  and  duly  submitted  himself  to  be  examined ; 
and  that  at  the  time  of  his  examination,  &c. — what  does 
that  mean  but  that  he  was  duly  examined  P    As  to  the 
point  that  it  does  not  appear  that  he  underwent  his  final 
examination,  the  examinations  are  in  law  all  one  examina- 
tion, and  only  adjourned  from  time  to  time.    In  the  form 
of  plea,  in  Chit.  Jr.  (a),  of  the  defendant's  bankruptcy  after 
action  brought,  which  is  pleaded  upon  the  same  statute, 
ihere  is  no  averment  that  the  defendant  ever  was  exa- 
mined ;  it  merely  avers  that  the  defendant  submitted  him- 
self to  be  examined,  and  upon  such  his  examination  made  a 
fall  disdoBure,  &o.    He  thought  however  the  question  was 
settled  by  Bex  v.  Aylett  {b).    He  could  discover  no  differ- 
ence between  that  case  and  the  present.    That  was  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury,upon  the  hearing  of  a  complaint  before 
Lord  Thurlow ;  and  it  was  objected  that  the  indictment 
stated  the  perjuiy  to  have  been  committed  at  and  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  mid  complaint^  without  averring  in  direct  and 
positive  terms  that  the  complaint  was  heard.   And  further, 
that  the  indictment  only  stated  "on  the  hearing  of  the  said 
oomplaint  upon  his  oath  aforesaid  before  the  Lord  Chan^ 
oeUor; "  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  had 
administered  the  oath,  but  not  that  he  had  heard  the  com- 
plaint.   And  Lord  Mansfield,  in  giving  judgment,  said,  in 
reference  to  the  indictment,  "  If  words  can  make  a  pro- 
position dear,  they  are  here  used.    This  complaint,  as 
ayerred,  was  made  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  the  defendant 

(a)  By  Peanon,  p.  258. 

(()  1  T.  B.  63 ;  see  objection  1,  p.  66 ;  Judgment  of  Lord  Mansfield, 
C.  J.,  p.  69. 
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1849.       appeared  before  him  to  be  examined  touching  the  said 
Eeo.  v.       complaint  then  and  there  to  be  heard.     On  the  fiearing  of  the 
^^^'*""*      complaint  before  the  said  Lord  TliurloWy  a  question  arose 
which  is  stated  to  be  a  material  question.    Then  it  goes  on 
to  state  that,  at  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  complaint^ 
the  defendant  appeared  and  was  sworn  before  the  said  Lord 
Thurlow,  who  had  a  sufficient  authority  to  administer  an 
oath.    Then  it  repeats  that,  at  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
Mid  complaint  before  the  said  Lord  ThurhWy  the  defendant 
deposed,  &o.    I  protest  I  cannot  comprehend  words  more 
expressive."    Here  the  indictment  ayers,  that  the  man 
having  been  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt  was  required  to  come 
and  surrender  at  a  proper  time.    It  then  goes  on  to  say, 
that  he  did  surrender  himself,  that  he  was  duly  sworn,  and 
that  he  did  submit  himself  to  be  examined.    The  submis- 
sion to  be  examined  was  in  fact  an  examination.    [PoUocky 
C.  B. — ^If  I  submit  a  schedule,  and  am  asked  if  it  be  correct, 
and  I  say  Yes ;  that  is  an  examination ;  and  the  question, 
is, — ^is  it  necessary  to  aver  that  in  the  indictment  P  Platt^  B. 
— There  must  have  been  an  examination  to  which  he  sub- 
mitted.    Cresswelly  J. — Do  I  understand  you  to  state  that 
submitting  to  examination  necessarily  imports  an  examina- 
tion P]  Not  so ;  because  in  practice  the  bankrupt  frequently 
is  not  examined  at  all;  but  he  is  there  to  undergo  the  pro- 
cess, if  there  be  any  person  to  examine  him.     [Cresswelly 
J. — Do  you  say  that  the  words  "  his  said  "  are  equivalent 
to  ''  such,"  so  that  it  would  read,  at  the  time  of  such  exa- 
mination, &c.     Coleridge^  J. — Supposing  the  bankrupt  to 
submit  and  to  take  the  oath,  and  no  question  to  be  put  to 
him,  can  he  then  commit  the  crime  of  perjury?]    Yes ;  he 
may  be  simply  sworn  as  to  his  schedule.     [Coleridgey  J. — 
Supposing  him  to  commit  the  crime  by  swearing  to  the 
schedule,  whether  it  be  the  one  or  the  other,  should  it  not 
be  alleged  P]     He  submitted  that,  here,  the  allegation  was 
sufficient  if  any  force  whatever  was  to  be  given  to  the  words 
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"  at  the  time  of  the  said  examination."  [Polhcky  0.  B. —  1849. 
Tou  have  not  met  the  diflSoulfy  I  alluded  to :  it  was  this :  b^oTv. 
—It  is  quite  consistent  with  this  indictment  that  he  may  ^^^^^^^ib. 
haye  appeared  and  been  sworn,  and  asked  touching  certain 
matters ;  the  whole  of  the  day  may  have  passed  in  answer- 
ing questions  touching  his  stock-in-trade,  and  no  person 
may  have  asked  him  about  his  real  estate  at  all.]  He  sub- 
mitted that  was  a  matter  of  evidence.  When  is  the  bank- 
rapt  to  answer  the  question  except  when  he  is  examined  P 
If  it  should  turn  out  in  evidence  that  he  was  not  examined 
on  that  point,  it  would  be  a  matter  to  submit  to  the  jury. 
[PoUoek^  C.  B. — The  objection  is,  that  every  part  of  the 
indictment  may  be  true,  and  yet  the  prisoner  may  be  inno- 
cent.] "  At  the  time  of  the  examination,"  means,  at  the 
time  of  the  whole  of  the  examination.  [Pollock^  C.  B. — 
That  is  so.  Can  a  man  who  goes  to  be  examined  and 
is  asked  no  question,  and  says  nothing  of  his  estate,  be 
convicted  of  felony?  Does  he  commit  a  felony  because 
he  does  not  disclose?  I  am  not  aware  that  the  oath  is 
that  he  shall  disclose  all  his  effects.]  The  statute  says 
that  the  party  must  submit  to  be  examined  upon  oath, 
and  if  upon  examination  he  shall  not  discover,  &c.,  the 
necessaiy  inference  therefore  is,  that  he  must  disclose; 
and  it  must  be  presumed,  that  under  the  32nd  sect,  of  the 
fitatate,  he  was  examined  according  to  a  certain  form. 
\FoUockj  0.  B. — ^The  oath  tendered  is  that  he  will  tell 
fte  tmth.  The  words  of  the  statute,  ^'  if  he  shall  not 
discover,"  mean,  if  he  shall  not  discover  upon  questions 
bemg  put  to  him.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  was 
a  felony.  The  question  really  is,  whether  "  upon  "  does  not 
mean,  at  the  time  of,  examination,  that  is,  examination  as  to 
that  particularmatter.]  ^^  At  the  timeof  his  examination"  is 
eqTuval6ntto''duringhisexamination,"andwouldnotthatbe 
enough  to  show  that  he  was  examined  ?  [Pollock^  0.  B. 
—No.    The  indictment  must  charge  that  which  is  a  crime : 

VOL.  I.  P 
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1849.       it  is  not  suffident  to  oharge  that  which  may  be  made  a 
Beg.  V.      crime  by  evidence.    "At  the  time  of  his  being  examined'' 
does  not  import  that  he  was  examined  upon  that  point.    I  do 
not  state  this  as  my  opinion,  but  merely  point  it  out  to  you 
as  the  objection  you  haye  to  contend  with.     Cokridgey  J. 
— ^The  word  in  the  statute  is  "discover."    It  may  be  a 
question  whether  the  bankrupt  is  not  bound  to  disoover  all 
his  estate  in  the  course  of  his  examination,  without  beuig 
asked  as  to  such  particular  matter.    In  the  note  to  Bus- 
sel  {a)  J  cited  from  Lord  Henley,  who  is  supposed  to  have 
been  the  drawer  of  the  statute,  I  find  it  said,  "  There  is  an 
inaccuracy  in  this  dause  (6),  which  should  be  remedied  on  a 
future  revision  of  the  law :  it  has  omitted  the  words  "  ia 
case  of  any  default  or  wilful  omission."]    He  would  submit 
that,  by  the  statute,  a  duty  was  cast  upon  the  bankrupt 
to  disclose  the  nature  of  all  his  estate,  and  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  a  creditor  to  attend,  and  examine  him 
upon  the  matter.    The  Court  would  adopt  the  sensible 
construction  of  this  indictment:  Wrighfs  ca8e{c),    Gould 
the  Court  read  this  indictment  without  saying  that  it  im- 
ported that  the  prisoner  underwent  some  examination,  and 
at  the  time  of  such  examination  did  not  disclose  his  real 
estate  ?    He  referred  to  Bex  v.  Somerton  (d).    As  to  the 
second  objection,  that  the  indictment  was  repugnant ; — the 
indictment  averred  that  at  the  time  of  the  examination  the 
prisoner  was  possessed  of  a  certain  real  estate,  &c.    The 
facts  of  the  case  were  these.     [^Cresstpelly  J. — We  cannot 
here  go  into  the  facts :  you  may  suppose  this  to  be  a  ques- 
tion before  a  Court  of  Error.]    He  was  only  supposing 
a  state  of  facts  which  would  show  that  the  prisoner  was 
guilty  of  the  offence.    [  Cresstcelly  J. — ^And  may  you  not  sup- 
pose a  case  in  which  he  would  not  have  been  guilty  under  this 

(a)  Vol.  n.  p.  228,  note  (a). 

lb)  This  refers  to  s.  112  of  stat.  6  Qto,  IV.  c.  16. 

(0  3  Ney.  &  M.  900.  (<f)  7  B.  &  0.  465. 
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indicimentP  If  he  had  never  transferred  the  property  would       1849. 
he  h|ve  been  guilty  under  this  indictment?]  No.  [Cre«se<?e//,       usa.v. 
J.— Then  you  do  not  aver  that  he  ever  did  transfer.  Tou  do      H^»»™- 
not  show  that  he  had  the  power  to  transfer ;  for  you  do  not 
flbow  that  he  ever  had  the  property.     Cokridge,  J. — The 
pnBumption  is,  that  he  never  did  dispose  of  it.] 

P0LLOCK9  G.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  get  over  that  objeotion  (a),  the  prisoner  must  there- 
fore he  disoharged  {b). 


(«)  No  dedrion  was  given  on  the  other  point,  "  that  the  indictment  should 
biTS  contained  a  distinct  allegation  that  the  prisoner  was  examined." 
{S)  No  sentence  had  been  passed,  but  the  prisoner  stOl  remained  in  cnstody. 
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CASES  IN  THE  COTJET  OF  CBIMINAL  APPEAL. 


OOBAH 


Pollock,  C.  B.,  Pattbson,  J., 

Parke,  B.,  Wightman,  J., 

Talfourd,  J. 

IK  THE  EXCHEQUEB  CHAMBEB. 


1849. 

Tueadayj 
November  20. 

Oil  an  indict- 
ment for  f or- 
geiy,  at  com- 
mon law,  it  is 
not  neceesary 
to  prove  that 
the  par^  charg- 
ed was  in  ens- 
tody  before  the 
time  of  the 
trial,  in  order 
to  give  jnrisdic- 
tion  under  the 
statute  11  Geo. 
IV.  &  1  Wm. 
rV.  0.  66,  s.  24. 
It  will  suffi- 
ciently appear 
by  the  caption. 
A  verdict,  in 
such  case,  of 
'' Guilty  of 
forging^  but 
there  is  no  m- 
dence  of  its 
having  been 
done  taithin  the 
Jurisdiction  of 
the  Court'' 
amounts  to  a 
conviction. 


The  Queen  against  Henbt  Smithiss. 
FOEGEET. 

^^  1st.  Forging  a  oonsent  to  act  as  next  friend  in  Glianoeiy. 

^^2nd.  Uttering  the  same,  with  intent  to  defraud. 

"  The  prisoner  was  not  shown  to  have  been  in  custody,  till 
the  time  when  the  trial  began.  The  jury  found  as  to  the 
first  count  that  he  was  guilty  of  forging,  but  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  its  having  been  done  within  the  juiisdio 
tion  of  the  Court. 

"As  to  the  2nd,  Guilty. 

"The  questions  are : 

"  1st.  Was  the  prisoner  indicted,  when  he  was  in  custody, 
within  the  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  WiU.  IV.  o.  66,  b.  24  (a), 
he  not  being  shown  to  be  in  custody  till  the  time  of  the 
trial?  If  not, 

(a)  <'And  be  it  enacted,  That  if  any  person  shall  commit  any  offence  agamst 
this  Act,  or  shall  commit  any  offence  of  forging  or  altering  any  matter  'what- 
soever, or  of  offering,  uttering,  disposing  of,  or  patting  off  any  matter  what- 
soever, knowing  the  same  to  be  forged  or  altered,  whether  the  offence  in  any 
such  case  shall  be  indictable  at  common  law,  or  by  virtue  of  any  statate, 
&c.  the  offence  of  every  such  offender  may  be  dealt  with,  indicted,  ^ed,  and 
punished,  and  laid  and  charged  to  have  been  committed  in  any  couniy  or 
place  in  which  he  shaU  be  apprehended  or  be  in  custody,  as  if  his  offence 
had  been  actually  committed  in  that  county  or  place."  The  clause  than 
proceeds  to  enact  that  accessaries  in  felony  and  aiders  and  abettors  in  misde- 
meanors may  be  tried,  &c.,  ''in  any  county  or  place  in  which  the  princi^ 
offender  may  be  tried*" 
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^  2nd.  Is  the  uttering  of  a  forged  instrument,  with  intent       1849. 
to  defraud,  where  the  forging  is  a  mifidemeanor  at  common      asoTr! 
kw,  a  mifidemeanor?    See  Beg.  v.  Boutty  2  C.  &  K     Siothim. 
604(0). 

"  W.  Eele." 

Keaiing^  Q,.G.,  appeared  for  the  defendant,  and  stated 
the  case.  [^Parke^  B. — This  point  has  been  already 
decided.]  Yes,  it  was  decided  in  Beg.  v.  Whiley  (6),  that 
«  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  f oimd  in  a  different  county 
from  that  where  the  ofEence  was  committed,  must  allege 
that  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  at  the  time  of  the  finding 
the  inquisition  in  the  county  of  the  finding."  {Parke^  B. 
—It  was  really  just  the  reverse,  the  case  as  reported  in 
Hoc.  C.  0.,  is  incorrect ;  it  is  correctly  reported  in  0.  & 
K  (c).]  Another  point  was,  that  it  appeared  that  the  jury 
did  not,  upon  the  count  for  forging,  find  the  defendant  guilty 
of  the  offence  as  laid  in  the  indictment.  [ParkCj  B. — That 
is  immaterial ;  it  was  only  because  they  could  not  find  where 
he  forged.]  It  is  then  a  special  verdict.  [Parkcj  B. — ^No, 
it  amounts  to  a  conviction;  the  prisoner  was  found  guilty, 
and  the  only  question  was  whether  the  Court  had  juris- 
diction, it  not  appearing  that  he  was  previously  in 
eostody.] 

Thb  Court  being  all  of  the  same  opinion, 

Conviction  afiirmed. 


(c)  In  JUg,  ▼.  Boult,  2  C.  &  K.  604,  refened  to  In  the  case,  the  marginal 
Boto  iij.^The  foigeiry  of  a  railway  paaB  to  allow  the  bearer  to  paaa  free  on  a 
nibny  is  a  forgery  at  common  law,  hut  the  uttering  of  it  per  te  is  not  a 
niidemeuior,"  ftc.  To  make  it  an  offence,  some  fraud  must  be  actually  per- 
pfltntedby  it    This  point,  in  the  present  case,  was  not  axgued. 

(S)  2  Moo.  C.  C.  186. 

(c)  Vd.  I.  p.  150.  "  If  an  indictment  for  bigamy  be  tried  at  the  same 
ttoitt  at  which  the  bill  is  found,  it  will  sufficiently  appear  by  the  caption  of 
Am  indictment  that  the  jMurty  is  in  custody  in  the  county,  so  as  to  give  the 
Gomrt  juiisdictbn  under  the  statute  9  (>eo.  IV.  c.  31,  s.  22 ;  and  there  need 
«)t  in  that  case  be  any  ayexment  in  the  indictment  as  to  the  custody." 
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Thb  Qubsn  against  Willuh  Mabsh, 


ZN 


1849.        ^^^  Queen  o^rain^^  William  Marsh  and  James  Bell  Lobd. 


2f<Hf ember  20. 

An  indictment 
charging  that 

A.  on,  &o.,  in, 
&o,f  "didnn- 
lawf  ally  at^ 
tempi  and  en^ 
<20ac;our  fraudu- 
lently, falaely, 
and  unlawfully 
to  obtain  from 

B.  a  lar^  sum 
of  money,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of 
22/.  10*.,  with 
intent  thereby 
then  and  there 
to  cheat  and 
defraud  the  said 
B.,"  without 
stating  the 
means  adopted 
by  the  prisoner, 
was  held  in- 
sufficient after 
oonyiction. 


PLBADINa. 

"  Yorkshire  Summer  AsaizeB,  1849. — ^The  piisonerB  were 
indicted  for  attempting  to  defraud  an  Insurance  Company 
called  ^  The  Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insurance  Company.' 

"  Upon  the  trial,  at  York,  Lord  was  acquitted,  and  Marsh 
found  guilty  upon  the  fifth  count  of  the  indictment.  That 
count  was  as  follows: — 

"  And  the.  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do 
further  present  that  the  said  William  Marsh  and  James 
Bell  Lord,  on  the  said  28th  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1848,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  said  parish  of 
Wadworth,  in  the  said  county  of  York,  did  unlawfully 
attempt  and  endeavour  fraudulently,  falsely,  and  unlawfully, 
to  obtain  from  the  said  ^  The  Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insur- 
ance Company,'  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
221,  lOs.f  with  intent  thereby  then  and  there  to  dieat  and 
defraud  the  said  ^The  Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insurance 
Company,'  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

^^  The  fraud  complained  of  was  the  making  a  false  claim  in 
the  name  of  Marsh  upon  the  company  in  req>ect  of  an 
alleged  loss  of  a  horse  of  Marsh's  by  disease,  which  had 
been  insured  by  him,  with  other  stock,  by  a  policy  with  the 
company. 

"  The  policy  was  *  between  three  of  the  directors  of  The 
Agriculturalist  Cattle  Insurance  Company,  of  the  one 
part,  and  William  Marsh  of  the  other  part,  and  was 
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agaiiut  the  loes  of  animalfl  insured  by  death  arismg  from       1849. 
diflease  or  aooideiiti  not  fraudnlently  or  oardeflsly  ooca-      •req.v. 
fiomedy  exoept  loss  happening  from  glanders  or  castration,      mabsh. 
by  stock    stolen,  maliciously    or    feloniously    houghed, 
mained^  daughtered,  poisoned,  or  injured,  or  destroyed  by 
.£re,  or  any  invasion,  foreign  enemy,  or  civil  or  military 
(xnmnotion  whatever.' 

''Certain  conditions  were  indorsed  upon  the  policy,  and 
amongst  th^cn  the  following : — '  That  the  illness,  accident, 
or  death  of  an  animal  be  not  caused  by  any  neglect  or 
csrelessnefls  of  the  owner,  or  those  in  his  employ ;  or  by  ill 
treaianent,  over  driving,  wilful  poisoning,  racing,  burning, 
glanders,  or  castration;  and  that  no  claims  will  be  paid 
uolesB  the  carcass  be  seen  by  the  inspector.' 

**  The  poUcy  had  no  stamp,  and  it  was  contended  for  the 
piifioners  that  it  could  not  be  received  in  evidence  without 
ft  stamp.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and  it  was  received 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  one  of  the  instruments  by  which 
it  was  intended  to  efieot  the  alleged  fraud. 

''  The  false  claim  was  in  writing  signed  by  Marsh  and 
attested  by  Lord.  Proof  was  given  of  their  handwriting ; 
bat  it  was  contended  for  the  prisoner  Marsh,  that  the 
other  prisoner  Lord,  being  the  attesting  witness,  should  be 
called  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution. 

"  This  objection,  however,  was  also  overruled ;  the  written 
daim  was  received  upon  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
piifloners  without  calling  Lord  as  a  witness. 

"The  registration  of  the  company  under  the  7  &  8  Vict. 
0. 110,  by  the  title  of  '  The  Agriculturalist  Cattle  Lisur- 
VQoe  Company,'  dated  1st  September,  1845,  was  put  in 
and  read.  It  appeared  that  the  company  had  a  deed  of 
settlement,  which  was  not  produced. 

''  It  was  contended  for  the  prisoners  that  the  company 
oould  not  be  described  as  such,  nor  by  their  name  of  regis- 
tration in  an  indictment. 
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1849.  "  That  their  name  oould  only  be  shown  by  the  deed  of 

rbo.  r.  settlement.  That  they  only  became  a  a)mpany  under  the 
7  &  8  Yiot.  0.  110,  from  the  date  of  the  oertiflcate^  and 
the  oertifioate  was  not  proved. 

^^  These  objections  were  also  overruled.  The  prisoner 
Marsh  being  convicted  upon  the  fifth  count.  A  motion 
was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  that 
count  did  not  show  any  offence  in  law. 

"  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are : — 

^'  1st.  Whether  the  judgment  on  the  fifth  count  ought  to 
be  arrested? 

^'  2nd.  And  if  the  Court  thinks  that  it  ought  not,  tben, 
Whether  the  objections  taken  at  the  trial,  or  any  of  theni| 
ought  to  have  prevailed  (a). 

"  Wm.  Wightman." 

Bliss,  for  the  prisoner.  The  objection  to  the  fifth 
count  was,  that  it  did  not  show  any  indictable  offence.  It 
stated  an  attempt  to  commit  a  fraud  which  might,  under 
certain  circumstances,  have  been  a  misdemeanor,  but  it 
did  not  show  that  those  circumstances  existed.  It  alleged 
a  cheat,  but  not  such  an  one  as  is  indictable.  Besides,  it 
did  not  show  in  whom  the  property  attempted  to  be 
obtained  was.  The  offence  as  laid  is, — that  he  unlawfully 
attempted  to  obtain  from  the  company  a  large  sum  of 
money,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  company. 
To  obtain  from  an  individual  money  with  an  intent  to 
defraud  him  is  not  an  indictable  offence.  [Parkey  B.— 
It  must  be  by  false  pretences.]  And  even  then  the 
indictment  should  set  forth  the  false  pretences;  for 
this  he  relied  upon  East,  P.  0.  818 ;  Bex  v.  Wheatly  (6) ; 
Rex  V.  Lara  (o) ;  and  Rex  v.  Mason  {d)\   1  Stark.  C.  P. 

(a)  Judgment  haTing  been  arrested,  it  became  imneceeaaiy  to  aigae  tfaote 
objectionB. 
ifi)  2  Burr.  1125.  (e)  6  T.  B.  666.  {d)  2  T.  B.  68L 
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95  (a).  Indeed  it  was  very  clear,  because,  unless  the  at-  1849. 
tempt  was  to  commit  a  misdemeanor  there  was  no  crime  -req.v. 
whateTer.  The  misdemeanor  must  be  defined  so  as  to  ^^^°* 
OQDstitate  a  orime. 

With  respect  to  the  second  point,  he  quoted  Beg.  v. 
Martin  (J) ;  and  Beg.  v.  Norton  (c),  when  (upon  inquiiy, 
no  counsel  appearing  on  the  part  of  the  Grown)  he  was 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Pollock,  0.  B. — We  think  the  objection  is  well  founded, 
and  that  the  judgment  must  be  arrested. 

(«)  Wliere  it  is  said,  "It  seems  to  be  an  uxuTersal  rule,  tliat,  in  the  de* 
icriptionof  all  crimes  founded  in  fraud,  the  instrument  or  meant  of  fraud 
mmt  be  tpeeijied. 

» And  this  is  neceasaiy,  becanse  every  fraud  is  not  an  indictable  offence ; 
^ns  at  common  law,  a  man  who  obtains  money  by  a  mere  naked  lie  is  not 
criminally,  though  he  may  be  civilly,  responsible :  whether  particular  drcum- 
itsaces  constitute  an  indictable  fraud  is  a  question  of  law ;  and  therefore, 
according  to  a  fundamental  rule  of  description  in  indictments,  such  circum- 
itamces  must  be  set  out,  in  order  to  show  that  the  facts  amount  to  an 
indictable  offence.  Hence,  an  indictment  for  cheating,  at  common  law,  can- 
not be  maintained,  unless  some  specific  false  token  be  alleged. 

"And  under  the  stat.  33  Hen.  viil.  against  obtaining  money  by  false  tokens, 
it  is  necessary  to  specify  the  particular  tokens  (Rex  v.  Mason,  Leach,  467, 
4th  ed. ;  2  Stra.  1127)  ;  for  the  statute  is  confined  to  letters  and  tokens  in 
tiie  name  of  a  third  person  {£eff.  v.  Munoes ;  7  Mod.  316). 

"Under  the  statute,  against  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences,  it  is  ne* 
eesBiy  to  describe  the  false  pretences,  because  some  false  pretences  are  not 
iriUiin  the  statute"  (2  Burr.  1127;  Mason's  case,  Leach,  548;  Leach,  720, 
3id  ed.).  But  now  by  stat.  7  &  8  Qeo,  IV.  c.  29,  s.  63,  it  is  enacted,  *^  That 
if  any  person  shaU  by  any  false  pretence  obtain  from  any  other  person  any 
diattd,  money,  or  valuable  security,  with  intentto  cheat  or  defraud  any  person 
of  the  same,  every  such  offender  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  &o.  (and 
we  Buss.  &  By.  81, 127, 190,  461,  604). 

(b)  8  Ad.  &  E.  481.  {e)  8  C.  &  P.  196. 
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OOBAIC 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  Wightman,  J., 

Patteson  J.,  Platt,  J., 

Talfoubd,  J. 


1849.  ^^^  QuEBN  against  Bowland  Gallbabs. 

jvbwmi^-k    PLEADING. 


Inanindict- 

^-! ^^l^ham       "Shropshire,  to  wit.— At  the  General  Quarter  Sessioiis 
e  Taiue,"     of  the  Peaoe,  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  held  at  the 


oenv,  **  one  ham, 
of  tJie 
&o.  &   , 

w^cient  Shire  Hall,  in  Shrewsbmy,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Salop, 

on  Monday,  ia  the  first  week  after  the  24th  day  of  June, 
to  wit,  the  2nd  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849. 

'^The  prisoner,  Bowland  Gallears,  was  indicted  for  steal- 
ing, on,  &c.,  at  the  parish  of  Oondover,  in  the  county  of 
Salop,  one  ham  of  the  yalue  of  ten  shillings,  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  one  Thomas  Heighway ;  to  which  indictment 
the  prisoner  pleaded  *  Not  Ghiilty.'  Whereupon  the  evi- 
dence in  support  of  the  prosecution  having  been  adduced, 
it  was  objected,  by  Mr.  Kenealey,  as  counsel  for  the  prisoner, 
that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  felony,  inasmuch 
as  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  by  the  iadictment,  that  the 
article  stolen  was  the  subject  of  larceny ;  it  being  urged,  by 
the  said  counsel,  that  for  anything  that  appeared  on  the 
face  of  the  indictment,  it  might  have  been  the  ham  of  an 
animal  fercB  naturcB^  a  wild  boar  for  instance,  which  had 
been  stolen. 

"The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  reserving,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  the  question  of  law  which 
had  so  arisen  for  the  consideration  of  her  Majesty's  Judges. 
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The  oomifiel  for  the  prisoner  having  addressed  the  jury,  the       1849. 
jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  said  offence,  whereupon      -b^bq.v. 
the  Oonrt  sentenced  the  prisoner  to  one  month's  imprison-     ^^^-^^^^^s. 
meat  in  the  House  of  Correction  with  hard  labour,  but 
respited  the  execution  of  such  judgment  until  the  said 
question  had  been  considered  and  decided ;  and  the  Court, 
in  its  discretion,  did  take  a  i*ecognizance  of  bail  of  the 
prisoner  with  sureties  pursuant  to  the  statute. 

''  The  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  is 
therefore  respectfully  submitted  for  the  consideration  of 
her  Majesty's  Judges. 

"Thomas  Kenton, 
"  Chairman  for  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  of  the  County  of  Salop.^ 


» 


H&nnikeTj  for  the  prisoner,  submitted  in  the  first  instance 
that  the  word  "  ham  "  did  not  necessarily  mean  the  salted 
flesh  of  swine.  \_Parke,  B. — But  supposing  it  to  have  been 
a  bear's  ham.]  There  was  the  case  of  Beg.  y.  Cox  (a), 
where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  three  eggs, 
and  the  indictment  was  held  insufficient  in  merely  stating 
them  to  be  "  eggs,"  inasmuch  as  they  might  have  been  the 
9igg&  of  an  adder  (or  of  a  crocodile),  in  which  there  could 
have  been  no  property.  There  were  ammals  fercB  natures 
of  two  kinds,  some  which  are  fit  for  human  food  and  others 
which  are  not  on  account  of  the  baseness  of  their  nature. 
Here  the  ham  may  have  been  of  an  animal  which  would  not 
serve  for  food.  In  Bichardson's  Dictionary,  ^*  ham"  is  said  to 
be  the  leg  of  any  animal.  InEus8elonCrimes(i)  it  issaid, 
**  There  is  yet  another  kind  of  animals  to  be  noticed,  namely, 
those  whidi,  though  they  may  be  reclaimed,  are  not  such  of 
which  larceny  can  be  committed  by  reason  of  the  baseness 
of  their  nature.    Some  animals,  which  in  this  country  are 

(a)  1  C.  &  K.  494.  (b)  Vol.  H.  p.  85. 
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1849.  now  usually  tame,  come  within  the  class  in  question,  as  dogs 
BEQ.f;.  and  cats ;  and  others,  which,  though  wild  by  nature^  axe 
AT.T.TSAiip.    ^f^^  reclaimed  by  art  and  industry,  clearly  fall  within  the 

same  rule,  as  bearSj  foxes,  apes,  monkej/SypolecatSj  ferrets,  and 
the  like."  [^Pollockj  C.B. — Suppose  the  skeleton  of  a  wild  ani- 
mal about  which  much  pains  had  been  taken — a  stuffed  pan- 
ther for  instance— might  a  person  steal  it  P  Piatt,  B. — Sup- 
pose the  epicures  of  the  day  to  be  very  fond  of  the  leg  of  a  rat, 
and  that  it  was  generally  sold  for  food,  might  not  a  larceny 
be  committed  in  respect  of  itP]    The  same  observations 
equally  apply  to  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Cox.    A  "  hcmi "  means 
simply  the  leg  of  an  animal.    Dogs  were  not  the  subject 
of  larceny  at  common  law.    An  indictment  simply  stating 
the  stealing  a  dog  would  not,  before  the  statute  (a),  have 
been  sufficient.    Of  animals  fer(B  naturwy  and  which  serve 
for  food,  you  must  show,  upon  the  face  of  the  indictment, 
the  fact  that  it  is  fit  for  food.    Supposing  this  to  have  been 
the  leg  of  a  wild  animal,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  animal 
was  killed  by  the  prosecutor ;  it  may  have  been  accidentally, 
or  otherwise,  torn  from  the  animal.    The  name  of  the  part 
is  the  same,  whether  the  animal  be  alive  or  dead.    Suppose 
the  indictment  to  have  charged  the  stealing  of  one  leg, 
it  would  have  been  bad  for  uncertainty;   so  with  the 
word  "ham,"  which  is  but  part  of  a  leg.    He  could  not 
distinguish  this  case,  in    principle,  from  Beg.  v.    Cox. 
\_Pollockf  0.  B. — ^I  very  much  doubt  whether  that  case 
is  law.] 

Pollock,  0.  B. — We  are  all  of  opinion  the  dedsion  in 
this  case  was  perfectly  right. 

Larceny,  at  common  law,  cannot  be  committed  of  things  that  are  /era 
Hotura,  Tmredaimed,  and  nuUius  in  bonis  (1  Hale,  P.  G.  510 ;  Fost.  366) ; 
but  of  such  of  these  as  are  reclaimed  and  made  tame  or  domestic,  and  serye 
for  food,  larceny  may  be  committed  (I  Hale,  P.  C.  511 ;  1  Haw.  P.  C.  c.  33, 
8.  26) ;  yet,  it  cannot  be,  though  they  be  reclaimed  and  made  tame  or  do* 

(a)  Stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  31 ;  8  &  9  Vict,  c;  47. 
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neilio,  if  ^ey  serve  not  for  food*  (1  Hale,  P.  C.  612 ;  Wood's  Inst.  367 ;        1849. 
its T.  Siormff,  B.  ft  B.  350 ;  3  Inst.  102 ;  1  Haw.  P.  C.  c.  33,  s.  23).    And 


of  ihose  miredaimedy  and  which  serve  for  food  when  killed,  larceny  may  be  rV^^^^'  ^' 
eommitted  of  fheir  flesh  or  skins  (Hale,  P.  G.  511) ;  bat  larceny  cannot  be 
eommiiied  of  such  things  as  are  not  the  subject  of  property ;  as  of  a  dead 
eoipse  (Aroh.  Cr.  Law,  176,  9th  ed.) ;  nor  of  the  thigh  or  ham  of  a  corpse ; 
nor,  in  sach  a  case  ^t  is  presumed),  would  it  help,  that  it  was  laid  as  the 
goods  and  chsttels  of,  &c. ;  for  it  could  not  in  law  be  proved,  nor  after  ver- 
dict be  assumed  to  have  been  proved,  that  any  person  had  a  property  in  that 
whkih  the  law  determines  is  the  property  of  no  man ;  although  the  taking 
might  be  treated  as  a  misdemeanor,  as  being  highly  indecent,  and  eontra  bonoa 
mam  (see  JUx  v.  Xyym,  2  T.  B.  733). 

But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  word  '*  ham"  has  acquired  a  more  special 
and  much  more  fkmiHarly  known  signification,  as  being  the  thigh  of  a  hog 
flatted  and  cured  (see  Johnson's  Diet.) ;  and,  in  fact,  it  is  the  only  significa- 
tion attached  to  it  when  coupled  with  the  tfk^^m^f  article  **  a,"  or  that  which 
is  perhaps  equivalent,  the  adjective  **  one."  In  Arch.  Cr.  Law,  48,  9th  ed. : 
"Where  personal  chattels  are  the  subject  of  the  offence,  as  in  larceny,  they 
must  be  described  by  the  names  usually  appropriated  to  them."  [The  refer- 
ence there  made  to  2  Hale,  P.  0. 182, 183,  is  not  perhaps  altogether  satis- 
fsctoiy  for  that  position.]  In  2  Haw.  P.  G.  Blk.  2,  c.  25,  s.  60,  p.  314  (hist 
edit,  by  Garwood),  immediately  following  the  rule,  '^  That  in  an  indictment 
nothing  material  shall  be  taken  by  intendment  or  implication,"  is  observed ; 
"yet  the  law  wiU  not  admit  of  too  great  a  nicety  of  this  kind,"  as,  ftc. ; 
"  bat  (s.  61)  I  cannot  find  any  certain  rule  whereby  it  may  be  known  in  what 
cases  an  exception  of  this  kind  shall  be  taken  to  be  so  over-nice  that  the  Gourt 
vill  not  regard  it.  All,  therefore,  that  I  shall  add  on  this  head,  is  this ;  that 
as,  on  the  one  hand,  the  law  will  not  suffer  a  man  to  be  condemned  of  any 
crime  wheieof  the  jury  have  not  expressly  found  him  gmlty,  by  any  argument 
or  implication  from  what  they  have  found  ;  so,  on  the  other  hand,  it  wiU  not 
goffer  a  criminal  to  escape  on  so  trifling  an  exception,  which  it  would  be 
abnud  and  ridiculous  to  take  notice  of;  iaxnimia  gubtilitas  injure  repro' 
hotur.  But  die  judgment  hereof  cannot  but  be  in  a  great  measure  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  Judges,  who  from  the  circumstances  of  each  particular 

*  In  2  Boas,  on  Gr.  p.  85 : — "  The  reason  upon  which  this  doctrine  appears 
originally  to  have  proceeded  is,  that  creatures  of  this  kind,  for  the  most  part 
wild  in  tiieir  nature,  and  not  serving  when  reclaimed  for  food,  but  only  for 
pleasore,  ought  not,  however  the  owner  may  value  them,  to  be  so  highly  re- 
garded by  the  law,  that  for  their  sakes  a  man  should  die  ;  1  Haw.  P.  G.  c.  33, 
B.  36 ;  4  Bl.  Gom.  236 ;  2  East,  P.  G.  c.  16,  s.  45,  p.  614"  (but  see  Haw.  P.  G. 
c.  33, 8.  23,  where  "  larceny  may  be  of  hawks  at  common  law,  because  of  the 
high  vahi^  set  upon  those  birds  ").  Death  being  no  longer  a  punishment  for 
larceny,  this  reason  why  sacb.  property  should  not  be  protected  by  the  law  is 
gone,  but  the  law  remains. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  although  larceny  cannot  be  committed  of  such 
things,  the  owner  may  have  a  lawful  property  therein,  and  maintain  trespass 
(1  Hale,  P.  G.  512). 
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1849.  ^^^^>  ^®  compariBon  of  precedents,  and  the  plam  reaaoning  of  the  ttung^ 
__^__  seem  always  to  have  eadeavoured  to  go  withia  these  rales  as  nearly  aa  poa« 
Ebo.  v.  Bible." 
Gat.t.Baibi,  Jjj  jg^  ^  SUvms,  6  East,  267,  (a  criminal  information,)  Lord  Ellenbo- 
rough  oonfirms  and  adopts  the  view  taken  by  Lord  Holt,  in  Wyatt  t.  Aland^ 
Salk.  325 ;  where  his  Lordship  obserres,  "  that  where  a  matter  is  capable  of 
different  meanings,  that  shall  be  taken  which  will  snpport  the  declaration  (or 
agreement),  and  not  the  other,  which  would  defeat  it."  And  Lord  EUenbo- 
rongh  goes' on  to  obserre,  ^'  If  it  be  clearly  capable  of  different  meanings,  it 
does  not  appear  to  clash  with  any  rule  of  oonstroction,  appUed  even  to  cri- 
minal proceedings,  to  construe  it  in  that  sense  in  which  the  parfy  framing  the 
criminal  charge  must  be  understood  to  have  used  it,  if  he  intended  that  hii 
charge  should  be  consistent  with  itself."  And  again,  **  Every  indictment  or 
information  ought  to  contain  a  complete  description  of  such  facts  and  circum- 
stances as  constitute  the  crime,  without  inconsistency  or  repugnancy ;  and 
except  in  particular  cases,  where  precise  technical  expressions  are  required  to 
be  used,  there  is  no  rule  that  other  words  shall  be  employed  than  such  as  are 
in  ordinaiy  use ;  or  that  in  indictments  or  other  pleadings,  a  different  sense 
is  to  be  put  upon  them  than  what  they  bear  |n  ordinary  acceptation."  And 
in  his  conclusion  he  says,  **  If  the  sense  be  clear,  nice  exceptions  ought  not 
to  be  regarded ;  in  respect  of  which  Lord  Hale  (2  P.  G.  193)  says  that '  more 
offenders  escape  by  the  over-easy  ear  given  to  exoeptions  in  indictments  tliaa 
by  their  own  innocence,  and  many  heinous  and  crying  offenoes  escape  by 
these  unseemly  niceties,  to  the  reproach  of  the  law,  to  the  shame  of  the 
government,  and  to  the  encouragement  of  villany  and  the  dishonour  of 
God.'" 

It  may  be  added  that  it  is  a  well-known  rule  that  goods  may  be  described 
by  the  name  by  which  they  are  known  in  trade,  and  where  an  article  has  ob- 
tained in  common  parlance  a  particular  name  of  its  own,  it  would  be  wrong 
to  describe  it  by  the  name  of  the  material  of  which  it  is  composed  (see  Arch. 
Or.  Law,  p.  48,  9th  ed.). 
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Thb  Qubbn  against  John  Boulton.  1849. 

Tii€8tUiy, 
CHATTEL,  &C.  Ifovember  20. 

r*  A     •         "§  rk  Af\       rm  •  ^  railwBy  pass- 

^'  Yorkshire  Summer  AssizeBy  1849. — ^Tne  prisoner  was  ticket  is  a  chat- 
oonvioted  upon  the  sixth  count  of  an  indictment,  charging  Taiue)  Tvithin 
him  with  ohtaining  by  false  pretences,  from  a  servant  of  the  g  Geo.  rv.  c. 
lAacashire  and  Yorkshire  Bailway  Company,  a  railway     '"'    ' 
ticket  of  the  company,  for  a  journey  from  Bradford  to  Hud- 
dersfield  by  one  of  their  tnuns. 

"  The  ooimt  was  as  follows : — 

''And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
farther  present,  that  the  said  John  Boulton  afterwards,  to 
witi  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  with 
force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  af orescdd,  in  the  county  afore- 
said, unlawfully,  knowingly,  and  designedly,  did  falsely 
pretend   to    one    Charles  Turner,  he  the  said  Charles 
Turner  being  then  and  there  a  servant  of  the  said  Lan- 
cashire and  Yorkshire  Eailway  Company,  that  a  certain 
ticket  which  he  the  said  John  Boulton  then  and  there 
delivered  to  the  said  Charles  Turner,  was  then  and  there  a 
genuine  ticket  of  the  said  company,  before  then  obtained 
by  him  the  said  John  Boulton  from  the  said  company  for 
the  conveyance  of  him  the  said  John  Boulton  as  a  pas- 
senger in  and  by  certain  carriages  of  the  said  company 
from  the  said  town  of  Bradford  to  Huddersfield  aforesaid, 
on  the  said  11th  day  of  April.    By  means  of  which  last- 
mentioned  false  pretence,  the  said  John  Boulton  did  then 
.  and  there  unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  Lancashire  and 
Yorkshire  Bailway  Company  a  certain  chattel,  to  wit,  a 
printed  ticket  of  the  said  company,  authorizing  the  bearer 
thereof,  to  be  thereafter  conveyed  without  further  charge  or 
payment  in  that  behalf,  by  certain  carriages  of  the  said 
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company,  on  the  said  llth  day  of  April  from  the  said  town 
of  Bradford  to  Huddersfield  aforesaid,  the  said  last-men- 
tioned ticket  being  then  and  there  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Bailway  Company, 
and  of  the  value  of,  &c.,  with  intent  thereby  then  and 
there  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  Lancashire  and  York- 
shire Bailway  Company  of  the  same.    Whereas  in  truth 
and  in  fact  the  said  ticket  so  delivered  as  last  aforesaid  by 
the  said  John  Boulton,  was  then  and  there  not  a  genuine 
ticket  of  or  obtained  from,  the  said  company,  for  the  con- 
veyance of  any  person  as  a  passenger  by  any  carnage  of  the 
said  company,  or  any  journey  whatsoever,  to  the  great 
damage  and  deception  of  the  said  company,  to  the  evil 
example  of  all  others  in  the  like  case  offending,  against 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown 
and  dignity." 

The  following  specimen  shows  the  form  of  the  ticket  of 
the  company : — 


Express  Train. 

• 

Bradford 

t-H 

t-H 

CO 

• 

to 

CO 

^ 

f-H 

< 

Huddersfield. 

23. 

1st  Class. 

23. 

And  was  a  voucher  for  the  journey  without  further  pay- 
ment, but  to  be  given  up  to  the  company  when  the  journey 
was  concluded. 

The  prisoner  was  stopped  upon  the  line  before  he 
finished  his  journey,  and  was  taken  into  custody  with  the 
ticket  in  his  possession. 
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"  The  question  is^  Whether  the  obtaming  such  a  ticket      1849. 
was  '  obtaiiiiiig  a  chattel  of  the  company  with  intent  to      Baa.  v. 
obeat  and  defraud  the  company  of  the  some '  within  the     ^<"""^' 
meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 

"Wm.  Wightman." 

No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

PoLLOGKy  G.  B. — This  was  an  indictment  for  obtain- 
ing a  railway  ticket  by  false  pretences,  and  the  question 
iQBsrved  for  us  is,  Whether  obtaining  such  a  ticket  was 
obtaining  a  chattel  of  the  company  with  intent  to  cheat 
and  defraud  the  company  of  the  same,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament  (a).  We  are  of  opinion  that  it 
was :  that,  it  being  a  ticket  which  entities  the  bearer  to 
trayel  on  the  railway  without  farther  charge,  it  is  of  value; 
nordoes  the  fact  that  it  was  to  be  returned  to  the  company 
at  the  end  of  the  journey  prevent  it  from  being  an  article 
of  value  while  it  is  out  of  their  possession. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c  29  s.  53. 


VOL.  I. 
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The  Queen  against  William  Thristls. 

My,  FELONIOUS  INTENT. 

November  20.  «  WORCESTERSHIRE  Quarter  Sessions,  October,  1849.— 

^^^r^"  The  prisoner,  William  Thristle,  was  indicted  for  stealing 

p^!^  Th^  0^^  ^a*c^  ^^  property  of  the  prosecutor,  Thomas  Eeynolds. 

WM  no  evi-  jt  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  watch- 
deuce  of  a  lelo-  -^^  ^  *  ' 

mous  intent  at    maker  at  Malvern,  received  from  the  prosecutor,  some  time 

the  time  he  re-  ,      ,  *       ^ 

ceived  it.  Held,  in  January,  1848,  his  silver  watch  to  repair.     The  prisoner 

that  a  subse-  , 

quent  appro-  returned  it  to  the  prosecutor.  A  few  days  after  the  prisoner 
amount  to  lar-  had  SO  returned  it,  the  prosecutor  told  the  prisoner  that 
*^^'  the  watch  gained.    The  prisoner  said,  that  if  the  prosecutor 

would  let  him  have  it  again,  he  would  regulate  it,  and 
return  it  in  a  day  or  two.  The  prosecutor  thereupon  gave 
the  watch  to  the  prisoner,  who  in  eight  or  nine  days  left 
Malvern  with  the  prosecutor's  watch  in  his  possession,  and 
was  not  again  heaidof  until  he  was  arrested  on  the  present 
charge  some  time  afterwards.  The  prosecutor  was  unable 
to  say  whether  he  had  paid  f  o^  the  repairs  of  his  watch  or 
not;  but  stated  that  the  prisoner,  when  he  left  Malvern,  had 
other  repairs  of  the  prosecutor  on  hand  and  unfinished. 

"  The  prisoner,  when  taken  into  custody,  said, '  I  have 
disposed  of  the  property,  and  it  is  impossible  to  get  it  back.' 
"  The  jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty ;  but  the  Chairman, 
being  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  felonious 
taking  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  when  be  received  the 
watch  to  regulate  from  the  prosecutor,  and  entertaining  a 
doubt  whether  the  subsequent  departure  of  the  prisoner 
from  Malvern,  with  the  prosecutor's  watch  in  his  possession, 
could  under  the  circumstances  above  detailed  constitute 
larceny,  requests  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Judges  whether 
this  conviction  of  William  Thristle  be  right  or  wrong. 
(Signed)  "John  S.  Packington, 

"  Chairman  of  Quarter  Sessions 
for  County  of  Worcester.'* 
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The  following  case  was  also  reserved,  at  the  end  of      1849. 
which  the  judgment  of  the  Goiirt,  in  both  oases,  wiU  be  fonnd.  ' 


Beo.  f. 
Thbisiub. 


^The  prisoner,  William  Thristle,  was  again  indicted  for 
BiaaliQg  one  watch,  the  property  of  Bobert  Warren. 

"It  appeared  in  eyidence  that  the  prosecutor,  in  Febra- 
aiy,  1848,  met  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  watchmaker  at 
MalTem.  The  prosecutor  asked  the  prisoner  if  he  was  going 
as  far  as  the  prosecutor's  house.  The  prisoner  said.  Yes, 
if  tiie  prosecutor  had  anything  for  him. 

''The  prosecutor  said  his  watch  wanted  regulating,  if 
piifloner  would  calL 

''  The  prisoner  went  to  the  prosecutor's  house,  and  after 
ezamining  the  watch,  told  the  prosecutor's  wife  that  he 
conld  do  nothing  with  it  there,  but  must  take  it  to  his  own 
house.  Prisoner  then  took  it,  and  on  his  way  home  met 
the  piosecutor,  to  whom  he  mentioned  that  he  was  taking 
the  watch  to  his  own  house,  and  would  return  it  in  two  or 
three  days.  Prosecutor  made  no  objection.  In  a  few 
weeks  after,  prisoner  left  the  neighbourhood  without  re- 
tnniing  prosecutor's  watch,  which  has  not  since  been  heard 
ol  The  prisoner,  on  being  taken  into  custody,  said, '  I  have 
disposed  of  the  property,  and  it  is  impossible  to  get  it  back.' 

**  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty,  but  the  Chair- 
man being  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  felo- 
nious taking  when  the  prisoner  first  took  the  watch  from 
the  prosecutor's  house  with  the  knowledge  and  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  prosecutor's  wife,  and  entertaining  doubt  whe- 
ther the  prisoner's  subsequent  appropriation  of  the  watch 
oonld,  under  the  drcumstances  above  detailed,  constitute 
larceny,  requests  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Judges  whether 
this  conviction  of  William  Thristle  be  right  or  wrong. 

(Signed)  "  John  S.  Packington, 

^'  Chairman  of  Quarter  Sessions  for 
County  of  Worcester." 

q2 


} 
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1849.  Pollock,  C.  B.   (after  stating  the  facts,  said,)— With 

^isQ.v.  respect  to  both  these  oases,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is 
quite  clear  that  unless  the  possession  was  obtained  with  a 
felonious  intent,  no  subsequent  appropriation  wiU  make  it 
a  larceny. 

Conviction  quashed. 


Thbtstle. 


See  JReff,  ▼.  Thurbomt  p.  67 ;  i2^.  ▼.  Sey,  p.  209. 
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Thb  Qvssn  against  Francis  Elmsley  Toshack. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Justice  Patteson.  ^849 

FOBGEET  AT  COMMON  LAW.  mt^A 

"  The  defendant  pleaded  ffuilty  to  an  indictment  for  To  forge  a  cer- 

^  ^        ^  tificate  of  ser- 

forgery  at  common  law.  vice,  sobriety, 

'*  The  indictment  states  tliat  at  the  time  of  the  offences  in  duct  at  sea, 
the  first  fflx  counts  mentioned  William  Pixley,  and  others  deceive  and  de- 
on  behalf  of  the  corporation  of  the  Trinity  House,  were  in  an  offence'in- 
the  habit  of  examining  persons  volimtarilj  submittiQg  to  commontaw. 
each  examination  touching  their  nautical  skill,  and  to  grant 
them  certificates  of  fitness  to  act  as  masters.    That  in 
order  to  enable  persons  to  be  examined  and  procure  such 
oertifioates,  it  was  necessary  to  produce,  to  the  examiners, 
oertificatee  of  service,  and  sobriety,  and  good  conduct,  at 
sea  for  not  less  than  six  years.    That  the  examiners  had  in 
iheir  possession  pieces  of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny 
eaoh,  on  which  they  were  in  the  habit  of  granting  certifi- 
cates. 

"  1st  count.  That  defendant,  having  certificates  of  service 
for  less  than  six  years,  in  order  falsely  to  obtain  a  certificate 
from  the  examiners,  forged  a  certificate  of  service  under  the 
hand  of  Wm.  Neilson,  as  to  his,  defendant's,  service  on  board 
the  barque  ^  Buckers,'  to  the  great  damage,  deception,  and 
prejudice  of  the  examiners. 
^  2nd  count.  For  uttering  such  forged  certificate. 
^'  3rd  count.  As  the  first,  for  forging,  only  adding  at  the 
dose '  and  did  thereby,  and  by  means  thereof,  attempt  and 
endeavour  to  defraud  the  said  corporation  of  one  of  the 
said  pieces  of  paper,  to  the  great  damage,'  &c. 
'^  4th  coimt.  For  uttering,  with  the  same  additions  as  3rd. 
"  5th  count.  That  defendant,  having  in  his  possession  the 
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1849.  forged  oertifioate  (setting  it  out),  did  produce  it  to  one 
Bxa.if.  Gfrey,  derk  to  the  examiners,  and  did  knowingly  and 
falsely  pretend  that  it  was  genuine,  with  intent  by  means  of 
the  false  pretence  to  obtain  from  the  examiners  one  of  the 
pieces  of  paper,  and  did  thereby  knowingly,  by  the  said  false 
pretence,  attempt  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  examinerB  of 
one  of  the  pieces  of  paper. 

^^  6th  count.  Same  as  5th,  only  laying  it  to  defraud  the 
corporation  of  one  of  the  pieces  of  paper. 

'^  7th  count.  Without  inducement,  that  defendant  did 
forge  a  writing  as  the  certificate  of  William  Neilson,  with 
latent  to  deceive  and  defraud  William  Pixley  and  others. 

"  8th  count.    For  uttering  same. 

^^  9th  count.  As  7th,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud 
the  corporation  of  the  Trinity  House. 

"  10th  count.    For  uttering  same. 

"  HaviDg  some  doubt  whether  any  of  these  counts  state  an 
indictable  offence,  and  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Counsel  for 
the  prosecution,  I  have  reserved  this  case  for  the  opinion  of 
her  Majesty's  Judges. 

"J.  Pattbson." 

No  counsel  was  heard  on  either  side. 

Alderson,  B.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  and 
after  stating  the  facts  and  the  importance  of  the  duiy 
which  the  Trinity  House  had  to  discharge,  continued — ^The 
Court  (a),  by  whom  this  case  has  been  considered,  have 
instructed  me  to  say  that  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  7th 
and  9th  counts  of  this  indictment  are  quite  sufficient  to  found 
a  judgment  upon,  and  that  the  offence  there  charged  does 
amount  to  a  forgery  at  common  law.  Upon  those  counts 
therefore,  when  the  defendant  who  is  at  present  at  large  is 
taken,  judgment  will  be  pronounced. 

(a)  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  Wightman,  J.,  Piatt,  J.,  TaUbiiid,  J., 
see  p.  196. 
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SITTINGS  AFTER  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

or 
THE  THIBTEENTH  YEAS  OF  THE  BEIGN  OF  YECIOBIA. 

OOBAX 

LoEB  Denman,  0.  J.,  Aldebson,  B., 

Pabkb,  B.,  Coleridge,  J., 

COLTMAN,  J. 


The  Queen  against  Qeobge  Het. 

SERVANT.  1849. 

"Bobough  of  Leeds,  in  the  County  of  York. — ^At  the      :Dec!'s(fi)\ 


Leeds  Christmas  Sessions,  a.d.  1848,  George  Hey  was  tried  The  prosecu- 
bdore  me  (i),  as  Assistant  Barrister  for  the  Borough  of  th^p^n^  (a 
Leeds,  (under  stat.  7  WilL  4,  &  1  Vict.  c.  19,)  on  an  d^^to  toke 
indictment,  which  charged  that  he,  whilst  the  servant  of  &£f ifi^d 
William  Bichardson  and  another,  stole  ten  pigs  the  pro-  l^^"^^^ 
party  of  his  said  masters.    It  appeared  in  CYidence  that,  on  poet-office 

r     •'  *  *  '         orders  or  a 

the  26th  of  September,  1848,  Richardson  and  Lambert,  the  dieqne,  as  A. 

.      ,  T^T  1        ■!       •  Bhouldgive 

prosecutors,  pig-jobbers  at  Newcastle,  having  purchased  bim,  on  being 

_,_,,_  shown  by  him 

pigs  which  they  knew  would  suit  Groose,  a  pig-dealer  at  a  paper  from 

the  proeecu- 
ton.  He  had  21.  giyen  him  for  his  expenses,  for  which  he  was  to  acconnt,  out  nothing 
wis  asid  of  the  manner  in  which  he  was  to  be  paid  for  his  troable :  there  was  an  established 
enstom  to  pay  drovers  so  much  by  the  day  for  the  time  they  were  employed.  The  prisoner 
was  at  liberty  to  drive  cattle  at  the  same  tune  for  others.  B!e  sold  the  pigs,  and  appropriated 
tiie  proceeds  to  his  own  use.  Held,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  a  servant  to  the  prosecutor. 
That,  as  a  bailee,  without  proof  that  he  intended  to  appropriate  them  to  his  own  use  at  the 
tine  he  leceiyed  them,  he  oonld  not  be  convicted  of  hiromy. 


(a)  This  case  came  ijnder  the  consideiation  of  the  above-named  Judges  on  Saturday, 
luniaxy  20th,  1849,  bat  in  oonsequenoe  of  their  not  being  able  to  agree  in  their  judgment,  it 
stood  over  until  this  day. 

if)  Robert  Hall,  Esq. 
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1849.  Leeds,  engaged  the  prisoner,  a  butcher  and  drover  at 
BBG.r.  Newcastle,  to  go  with  the  pigs  by  railway  from  Newcastle 
to  Leeds,  and  there  deliver  them  to  Choose,  and  bring  back 
to  the  prosecutors  such  sum  in  post-office  orders,  or  a 
banker's  cheque  as  Goose  should  give  him,  on  being  shown 
a  paper  which  the  prosecutors  gave  to  the  prisoner  for  that 
purpose,  the  contents  of  which  paper  were  not  given  in 
evidence,  the  prisoner  having  had  no  notice  to  produce  and 
not  producing  it.  The  prisoner  had  no  authority  to  sell 
the  pigs,  or  to  do  anything  with  them,  but  deliver  them  to 
Goose ;  and  no  instructions  were  given  him  as  to  what  he 
was  to  do  with  them  should  Gt)ose  refuse  to  accept  them. 
The  prisoner  took  the  pigs  to  Leeds,  and  went  with  them 
to  Goose's  house  there,  before  six  o'clock  a.m.  of  the  27th 
September,  whilst  all  the  inmates  were  in  bed ;  Goose  him- 
self was  from  home  at  the  time,  but  his  wife,  being  awakened 
by  the  prisoner,  called  up  a  man,  to  whom  she  referred  the 
prisoner,  and  returned  to  bed.  That  man  merely  looked 
out  of  the  window  and  said,  ^  Is  that  you  P '  then  shut  the 
window  and  disappeaxed,  as  if  returning  to  bed,  without  lis- 
tening to  the  prisoner  or  giving  him  any  directions ;  the  pri- 
soner then  took  the  pigs  to  the  Leeds  pig-market,  and  called 
up  a  pork-butcher,  to  whom  he  sold  them  between  the  hours 
of  six  and  seven  o'clock  of  the  same  morning,  received  the 
price,  85/.,  and  absconded  with  it,  making  no  communica- 
tion of  any  kind  or  at  any  time  to  the  prosecutors.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  prisoner  hadfrequently  been  employed  by  the 
prosecutors  in  the  capacity  of  a  butcher,  to  slaughter  and 
cut  up  pigs,  &c.,  for  which  he  was  paid  by  the  job,  but  he 
had  never  before  been  employed  by  them  as  a  drover.  He 
had  21.  given  him  for  expenses,  for  which  he  was  to  ac- 
count ;  nothing  was  said  as  to  the  manner  in  which  he  was 
to  be  paid  for  his  trouble,  but  there  was  an  established 
custom  in  the  trade  to  remunerate  drovers  for  such  services 
by  a  payment  of  a  sum  per  diem  for  the  number  of  days 


Hbt. 
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occupied.  Nothing  was  said  on  the  subject  of  the  prisoner's  1849. 
being  at  liberty  to  drive  cattle  for  any  other  person  at  the  bxq.v. 
same  tune,  but  by  the  usage  of  the  trade  he  was  at  liberty 
to  do  so.  The  prisoner's  defence  was,  that  he  was  in 
partnership  with  the  prosecutors,  and  took  the  pigs  to 
Goose's  house,  not  in  pursuance  of  any  directions,  but  as  to 
a  likely  customer  of  his  own  selection,  and  not  being 
attended  to  there  he  sought  out  another  customer.  If  the 
witnesses  spoke  the  truth  this  defence  was  entirely  false. 
There  was  no  evidence  of  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoner  to  steal  the  pigs,  at  the  time  of  their  being 
delivered  to  him.  Nevertheless,  I  doubted  whether  the 
prisoner  was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  servant,  and  also 
whether  there  was  a  taking  by  him  which  amounted  to 
larceny.  {Beg.  v.  Qoodbody^  8  0.  &  P.  665).  But  Reg. 
V.  Hughesy  Moo.  0.  G.  being  cited,  I  felt  bound  by  the  case 
last  mentioned,  and  directed  the  jury  that,  if  they  believed 
the  witnesses,  the  prisoner  was  the  servant  of  the  prose- 
cutors, and  the  taking  amounted  to  larceny,  if  the  prisoner 
had  sold  the  pigs  for  the  purpose  of  appropriating  the  pro- 
ceeds to  his  own  use,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  his  employers, 
on  what  he  considered  to  be  an  emergency  not  provided  for 
by  his  instructions.  The  jury  having  found  the  prisoner 
guilty  I  postponed  judgment,  omder  11  &  12  Yict.  c. 
78,  in  order  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  under  that 
statute,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  prisoner 
was  the  servant  of  the  prosecutors,  and  whether  the  taking 
amounted  to  larceny." 

No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Fabkb,  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — ^This 
case  has  been  stated  by  the  Assistant  Barrister  of  the 
Borough  of  Leeds,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  which  has 
taken  time  to  consider  the  question,  and  I  will  now  deliver 
the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Judges.    Lord  Den- 
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1849.       man  does  not  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Oonrt,  and 

TBtxa.v,  ^  tl^  t^  ^^^  1^®"!  *  <5**^  where  the  party  was  in  prison, 
the  Court  would  have  waited  until  Lord  Denman's  return ; 
but,  as  the  majority  of  the  Court  considered  the  prisoner 
had  been  improperly  couTicted,  it  has  been  thought  right 
to  deliver  the  judgment  now.  [His  Lordship  here  stated 
the  facts  of  this,  case  as  above.]  The  only  question  is, 
whether,  on  these  facte,  the  prisoner  received  the  pigs 
into  his  custody  as  servant  to  the  prosecutors,  or  in  the 
nature  of  a  bailee.  If  as  bailee,  he  would  not  be  guilty 
of  larceny,  unless  he  had  intended  to  appropriate  them 
to  his  own  use  at  the  time  he  received  them,  which  was 
not  the  case.  If  he  received  them  as  servant  to  the 
prosecutors,  he  would  be  guilty  of  larceny,  according  to 
the  finding  of  the  jury.  There  are  several  cases  upon 
the  question  whether  a  person  is  a  mere  servant  or  a 
bailee,  but  not  one  of  them  is  precisely  like  the  present, 
although  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Bernard  WNamee  (a)  nearly 
approaches  to  it.  In  this  case,  the  circumstances  that  the 
prisoner  had  received  a  certain  sum  for  his  expenses,  and 
that  the  customary  mode  of  his  remuneration  was  by  the 
day,  tend  to  show  that  he  was  a  mere  servant ;  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  fact  of  his  being  a  drover  by  trade,  and 
of  his  having  the  liberty  to  drive  the  cattle  of  any  other 
person,  by  the  general  usage  with  respect  to  drovers,  raises 
an  inference  that  he  was  not  a  servant.  The  learned 
assistant-barrister  felt  himself  bound  by  the  decision  of  the 
Judges  in  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Hughes  {b) ;  but  that  case 
was  under  the  stat.  7  &  8  Q^o.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  47,  which 
makes  embezzlement  by  a  servant,  or  any  person  employed 
to  receive  money  in  the  capacity  of  a  servant,  felony :  there 
the  learned  recorder  of  London  doubted  whether  the 
prisoner  f  eU  imder  either  description ;  though,  if  the  in- 
dictment had  been  referred  to,  it  would  have  been  found 

(a)  1  Moo.  C.  0.  368.  {h)  1  Moo.  C.  C.  370. 
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neoefisaiy  to  ^pioye  tliat  he  was  a  servant  The  Judges,  1849. 
however,  decided  that  the  priaoner  was  properly  oonYioted ;  bm.v. 
oonseqnently,  that  he  was  a  servant  or  person  employed  in 
that  capacity,  and  authorized  as  such  to  receive  money,  so 
that  his  receipt  would  be  a  discharge  to  the  debtor.  The 
question  here  is  not  exactly  the  same ;  it  is,  whether  the 
prisoner  had  the  custody  of  the  cattle  as  a  servant  to  the 
prosecutors  at  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  them :  we  think 
that  he  could  not  be  so  considered,  imless  in  driving  the 
cattle  to  market,  he  was  so  far  their  servant,  that  the 
prosecutors  would  have  been  responsible  for  any  negligent 
act  of  his  in  driving  them.  This  subject  has  undergone 
much  discussion  of  late,  and  it  has  been  placed  on  its  proper 
footing  by  the  case  of  Quarman  v.  Burnett  {a)  and  other 
cases,  one  of  which  {MilUgan  v.  Wedge  {b)  )  is  that  of  a 
general  drover,  who  was  held  not  to  be  a  servant  so  as  to 
make  the  owner  of  the  cattle  responsible  for  his  negligence. 
After  the  full  consideration  which  this  subject  has  undergone, 
we  doubt  whether  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Bernard  WNameey 
above  referred  to,  would  not  be  decided  in  the  same  way. 
Upon  the  whole,  we  think,  it  was  not  proved  in  this  case 
that  the  prisoner  was  a  mere  servant,  and  the  conviction 
was  therefore  improper. 

The  LoBB  Ghiep  Babon  said  that  he  had  come  in  to 
foxm  a  Court,  and  he  fully  concurred  in  the  judgment. 

Conviction  quashed. 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  499. 

(b)  12  Ad.  ft  E.  737;  S.  C.  10  Law  J.  Q.  B.  19. 
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HILAEY  TEEM, 


IN 


THIS  THIETEENTH  YEAE  OF  THE  EEIGN  OF  VIOTOEIA. 

OOSAX 

Wilde,  0.  J.,  Wightman,  J., 

Alderson,  B.,  Platt,  B., 

Williams,  J. 


The  Queen  against  Thomas  Smith. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Sonourabk  Baron  Platt, 

THEEATENINQ  LETTER. 

"  Thomas  Smith  was  convicted  before  my  brother  Wil- 
liams and  myself,  at  the  last  September  Session  of  the 
Central  Criminal  Court,  of  haviDg  knowingly  and  felo- 
niously sent  to  Sir  Walter  Bockliff  Farquhar,  Bart.,  and 
others,  a  letter  directed  to  them  by  the  names  and  descrip- 
tion of  Messrs.  Herries,  Farquhar,  and  Co.,  St.  James's 
Street,  demanding  money  of  and  from  them  with  menaces, 
SwateiSig  let-  8^<1  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  against  the 

ter  withinihe       ^^^  ^^  ^^  statute. 

^'  At  the  dose  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  the  pri- 
soner's counsel  submitted  that  the  letter  set  forth  on  the 
indictment  did  not  amount  to  a  threatening  letter  within 
the  meaning  of  the  7  &  8  Gteo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  8.  My 
brother  Williams  and  I  thought  that  it  did,  but  reserved 
the  point  for  the  consideration  of  Her  Majesty's  Judges 


1850. 

Saturday^ 
January  19. 

A  letter  con- 
taining an  as- 
sertion that 
mischief  will 
happen,  which 
the  writer  will 
not  prevent, 
nnless  he  re- 
ceives a  sum  of 


le 
statute  7  &  8 
G.  IV.  c.  29, 
s.  8. 

VThere  an  ob- 
jection, that 
the  learned 
Judge  at  the 
trial  did  not 
leave  a  certain 

Elion  to  the 
has  not 
reserved, 
this  Ck)nrt  will 
not  send  the  case  back  to  be  amended  in  order  to  raise  the  point. 

This  Ck>urt  will  not  consider  an  obj  ection  which  has  not  been  reserved,  even  thongh  it  should 
be  fairly  dedadble  from  the  case  itself. 

This  Court  will  not  go  into  any  matter  of  evidence  which  occurred  at  the  trial  if  it  is  not 
stated  in  the  case. 

Before  the  case  is  submitted  to  this  Court  counsel  may  apply  to  the  Judge,  by  whom,  it  is 
stated,  to  amend. 
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fiitting  in  a  oonrfc  of  appeal.    The  following  is  a  oopy  of  the       1850. 

letter :—  beo.i^. 

"  *  QEiin'LEMEN, — ^You  Bay  that  B.  0.  N.  will  aooede  to  the  s>o™' 
terms  proposed,  and  send  part  of  the  means  to  any  place 
which  may  be  named.  Yon  wonld  have  had  an  answer 
yesterday  but  was  prevented.  If  you  act  honestly  by  me 
and  not  by  any  means  deceive  me  or  allow  any  spy  to 
watch  me,  I  will  save  you  or  perish  in  the  attempt,  though 
I  hazard  my  life  in  so  doing,  and  must  have  means  sufficient 
at  my  disposal,  without  delay,  or  all  will  be  lost.  I  am 
fuUy  assured  that  20,000/.  would  not  cover  the  horrid 
catastrophe  which  would  not  only  stop  your  bank  for  a 
time  but  perhaps  for  ever,  as  the  books  would  all  be  de- 
stroyed. The  match — ^the  most  dreadful  and  last  resource 
—has  been  contemplated  by  the  cracksman  or  captain  of 
this  most  horrid  gang,  which  I  fervently  pray  to  be  relieved 
from.  I  have  never  yet,  so  help  me  God,  done  a  deed  I 
am  afraid  or  ashamed  of,  and  the  only  way  I  can  privately 
obtain  means  will  be  the  following : — At  the  London  end 
of  Kensington  Gardens,  on  the  Enightsbridge  side,  there 
is  a  dike  sloped  which  divides  the  gardens  from  the  park, 
and  a  carriage  road  where  the  roads  meet  as  you  turn  to 
ride  or  drive  across  the  bridge ;  it  is  a  short  distance  from 
the  first  bridge  where  the  keeper  remains  in  the  garden. 
By  looking  up  that  dike  you  will  see  large  iron  pipes  which 
convey  water  to  the  pond.  A  large  ehn-tree  stands  be- 
tween the  park  and  the  garden,  and  there  is  sufficient 
room  under  the  first  pipe  to  place  a  small  bag.  If,  there- 
fore, you  will  send  a  man  you  can  confide  in,  and  lodge 
beneath  that  pipe  250  sovereigns  unseen  by  mortal  eye,  I 
swear  by  Almighty  God  most  solemnly,  that  the  evil  to 
which  I  have  alluded  shall  be  averted,  if  when  I  have  com- 
pleted my  task  and  informed  you  when  all  is  safe  and 
denounced  the  villains  you  will  let  me  have  250/.  more, 
which  if  Gk)d  prosper  me  I  will  repay  with  gratitude,  as  I 


SXETH. 
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1850.       oould  not  get  into  business  for  less  than  500/.  to  obtain  a 
^iga.v,      respectable  living.    Let  the  money  be  lodged  to-morrow, 
(Saturday  morning)  by  half -past  eleven  o'clock,  but  not  one 
moment  sooner  and  all  shall  be  well  with  you,  but  if  I  am  at 
all  deceived  in  any  possible  way  all  must  fall  on  yourselves.' 
"  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty." 

« 

Bodkin  for  the  prisoner.  This  was  an  indictment 
framed  mider  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  lY.  o.  29,  s.  8. 
Whether  a  letter  which  is  the  subject  of  an  indictment 
under  this  section  is  a  letter  attended  with  menaces,  is  a 
question  which  should  be  decided  by  the  jury,  and  he 
submitted  that  the  judge  did  wrong  by  merely  leaving  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  sending 
this  letter.  [TTt&fe,  0.  J. — That  is  not  reserved.]  He 
proposed  that  the  case  should  be  amended  by  inBertiog 
that  objection.  [WildCy  0.  J. — ^No.  Wightman^  J. — 
The  only  question  reserved  for  us  is,  whether  this  is  a 
threatening  letter  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
Platt^  B. — ^The  learned  counsel  was  told  that  this  point 
would  be  reserved  and  he  was  content.]  It  is  to 
be  drawn  fairly  from  the  case  itself  that  the  learned 
Judge  considered  this  waa  a  pure  question  of  law  for 
him  to  consider.  [Wightmany  J. — ^It  is  not  the  point 
taJken,  nor  is  it  the  point  submitted.  Wilder  G.  J. — 
When  you  saw  the  case  stated,  you  should  have  applied  to 
the  learned  Judge  to  amend  it.]  He  waa  not  aware  that 
such  an  application  could  be  made.  [  Wilde^  G.  J. — ^Suoh 
an  application  was  once  made  to  me,  and  I  was  glad  of  the 
suggestion.]  Upon  the  construction  of  the  letter,  he 
referred  to  Reg.  v.  Pickford{a),  which  is  the  only  case 
under  the  late  statute.  Two  letters  were  given  in  evidence. 
[  Wildej  0.  J. — We  know  nothing  of  any  other  letter  than 

(a)  4  G.  &P.  227;  see 2  Bubs,  on  Cr.  717. 
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that  set  out  in  the  case.  Aldersauy  B. — ^And  all  you  have  1850. 
to  do  is  to  contend  that  that  is  not  a  threatening  letter.]  -bb^.v. 
It  is  extremely  difficult  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Eeg.  Swtk. 
Y.  Picltford;  the  letter  does  not  contain  any  menace 
on  the  part  of  the  person  "writing.  [Wilde^  0.  J. — ^He 
certainly  does  not  threaten  mischief ,  but  he  says  that  he 
-will  not  prcYcnt  it.]  It  is  not  eYcry  menace  which  is  within 
the  meaning  of  this  highly  penal  statute.  Menaces  fre- 
quently take  place  in  the  common  concerns  of  life,  as 
threatening  to  bring  an  action,  &c.  The  true  rule  by 
which  the  Court  would  be  guided,  is  that  laid  down  by 
Lord  EUenborough,  G.  J.,  in  Rex  y.  Southerton  {a) ;  there, 
speaking  of  indictments  at  conmion  law,  the  learned  Judge 
said  that  the  threat  must  be  ^'  either  attended  with  duress, 
or  such  as  may  OYercome  the  ordinary  free  will  of  a  firm 
man  and  induce  him  from  fear  to  part  with  his  money." 
That  is  the  correct  rule.  Applying  that  test  to  the  letter 
in  question,  it  is  a  siUy,  clumsy,  foolish,  and  transparent 
attempt  to  get  money  from  the  parties ;  but  it  does  not 
amoimt  to  the  offence  contemplated  by  the  statute.  In 
Beg.  Y.  Pick/ardy  the  circumstances  were  precisely  the 
same ;  the  same  intimation  of  danger ;  and  in  that  case, 
although  the  question  of  the  construction  of  the  letter 
was  left  to  the  jury,  who  found  that  it  did  contain 
menaces,  yet  the  Judges  held  the  couYiction  wrong,  and 
ordered  the  prisoner  to  be  discharged.  [Wilde,  G.  J. — 
It  appears  that  the  Judges  in  that  case  thought  it  was 
only  a  demand,  and  that  it  did  not  amount  to  menaces. 
Alderson,  B. — "Let  the  money  be  lodged  to-morrow 
morning  by  half-past  elcYcn,  but  not  a  moment  sooner, 
and  all  shall  be  well  with  you ;  but,  if  I  am  at  all  deceiYcd 
in  any  possible  way,  all  must  fall  on  yourselYes."  Was 
not  that  a  threat  that  something  should  happen  P  Bex  y. 
Pickford  was  a  Yeiy  different  case.]    It  was  not  a  letter 

(0)  6  East,  126. 
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1850.       likely  to  overoome  the  reason  of  any  banking-house  in 

Beg.  v.       London. 

^'*^'°'  Bdllantine,  in  support  of  the  prosecution,  waa  not  heard. 

Wilde,  0.  J. — ^I  cannot  persuade  myself  into  a  doubt 
in  this  case.  The  question  to  be  looked  at  is  whether  there 
is  a  demand  of  money  and  whether  a  threat  is  held  out  that 
something  will  happen  imless  the  money  is  forwarded. 
My  learned  brothers  concur  with  me  in  the  view  that  this 
letter  contains  that  species  of  demand  which  the  statute 
contemplated;  and  we  think  that  the  statute  is  satisfied 
where  a  man  requires  a  sum  of  money  from  another  under 
circumstances  calculated  to  induce  him  to  part  with  it 
against  his  will,  in  order  to  avoid  a  threatened  evil.  With 
respect  to  the  observation  that  ^Hhe  demand  must  be 
such  as  a  firm  man  would  be  likely  to  yield  to  "  our  judg- 
ment must  be  regulated  by  the  nature  of  the  demand 
rather  than  by  any  speculation  upon  the  nerves  of  the  indi- 
vidual. If  this  letter  contains  a  demand,  of  which  no  one  can 
doubt,  how  is  it  accompanied  P  Why  by  an  intimation  that 
something  will  happen  if  the  money  be  not  paid :  '^  that  a 
certain  cracksman  of  this  most  horrid  gang  had  con- 
templated the  match,  the  most  dreadful  and  last  resource ; 
that  twenty  thousand  pounds  would  not  cover  the  horrid 
catastrophe,  which  would  lead  to  a  stoppage  of  the  bank." 
And  then  "  if  you  will  lodge  two  hundred  and  fifty  sovereigns 
I  swear  that  the  evil  to  which  I  have  alluded  shall  be 
averted."  This  it  seems  to  me  is  as  distinct  a  menace  as 
could  reasonably  have  been  required.  Each  letter  must  be 
judged  of  by  itself,  and  we  do  not  feel  ourselves  at  all 
pressed  by  Pickford'a  case.  It  is  the  opinion  of  my  learned 
brothers  and  of  myself,  that  this  is  a  sufficient  demand  and 
a  sufficient  menace,  and  we  think  that  every  part  of  the 
statute  is  satisfied. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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OOBAX 

Wilde,  0.  J.,  Wightman,  J., 

Aldbeson,  B.,  Platt,  B., 

Williams,  J. 


The  Queen  against  Eichard  Olttdeeay. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Sonaurabk  Justice  Williams. 

1860. 

POISON.  Saturday. 

Januaiy  19, 

"  This  was  an  indictment  under  the  statute  7  Will.  IV.  To  admnuster"^ 
&  1  Vict.  0.  85,  s.  2,  for  administering  poison  with  intent  SSaboixiaf^' 
to  murder.    The  prisoner  was  proved  to  have  administered  k^/^^t^^ 
to  Euth  Horsfield,  a  child  nine  weeks  old,  two  coooulus  JJJSS^lte- 
indicus  berries.  ^^^3^'  I7- 

"The  child,  after  having  swallowed  the  berries,  threw  ;•  2;  although 

'^  ^  ^  '  the  kernel  only 

up  one  by  vomiting,  and  the  other  passed  through  her  body  ^  poison,  and 
in  the  course  of  nature,  and  was  found  next  day  in  her  will  not  act 

upon  the  pod, 
clothes.  and  the  imole 

"  Two  medical  witnesses  called  on  the  part  of  the  pro-  innocaons. 
seoution  proved  that  the  cocculus  indicus  beny  is  classed  at  the^^e 
with  the  narcotic  poisons;  that  the  poison  consists  in  the  ten^ poison' 
presence  of  an  alkabid  which  is  extracted  from  the  kernel ;  does^not^^^' 
that  all  the  noxious  properties  are  in  the  kernel;   and  ^J^aSc*^ 
that  it  has  a  very  hard  exterior  or  pod,  to  break  which 
much  force  is  required.     One  of  these  witnesses  added, 
that  the  berry,  if  the  pod  is  broken,  is  calculated  to  pro- 
duce death  in  an  adult  human  subject,  though  he  did  not 
know  how  ^lany  would  be  required  for  the  puii)ose ;  that 
he  thought  the   poison  contained  in  the  kernels  of  two 
berries,  if  the  pods  were  burst  and  if  retained  on  the 
stomach,  might  produce  death  in  a  child  nine  weeks  old ; 

VOL.  I.  E 


(per 
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1850.       but  that  the  berry  oould  not  be  digested  by  the  child,  and 
^BoTfJ!      that  it  would  pass  through  its  body  without  the  pod  being 
Cludbbay.    burst,  and  so  would  be  innocuous  (as  had  in  fact  happened 
in  the  present  case). 

^'  It  was  therefore  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  pri- 
soner, that  the  berries  were  not  poison,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute ;  for  that  though  the  kernel  of  the  berries 
contained  poison,  yet  the  pod  rendered  the  poison  inno- 
cuous. I  overruled  the  objection,  and  left  the  whole  case 
to  the  jury,  who  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  I  directed 
judgment  of  death  to  be  recorded.  But  I  stayed  the  exe- 
cution in  Order  to  submit  the  point  raised  by  the  prisoner's 
Counsel  to  the  considaration  of  the  Court." 

Overendy  for  the  prisoner.  This  was  an  indictment 
framed  under  the  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85  s.  2  (a), 
and  the  real  question  is,  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"  poison  ?"  [AlderBon^  B. — ^You  say  this  is  not  poison ; 
suppose  a  small  quantity  of  arsenic  within  a  globule  of 
glass.]  He  was  prepared  to  meet  that  case  or  he  could 
not  support  the  present.  According  to  Taylor  (i)  poison 
is  a  substance  ^'  which,  when  administered,  is  capable  of 
acting  deleteriously  on  the  body."  [Plattj  B. — ^We  must 
not  go  by  the  definition  in  a  medical  book.]  Perhaps  not, 
but  it  was  as  well  to  call  attention  to  the  opinion  of  so 
eminent  an  authority.  The  words  of  the  statute  are  ^^  any 
poison  or  other  destructiye  thing : "  a  poison  would  not  be  a 
poison  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  unless  it  was 
destructiye.    The  statute  is  to  be  read  as  if  it  was  written 


(a)  7  Wm.  IV.  &  1  Yicfc.  c.  85,  8.  2.  <<  Whoaoever  sfaaH  administer  to  or 
cause  to  be  taken  by  any  person,  any  poison  or  other  destmctiYe  thing,  or 
shall  stab,  cut,  or  wound  any  person,  or  shall  by  any  means  whatever  cause 
to  any  person  any  bodily  injury  dangerous  to  life,  with  intent  in  any  of  the 
cases  aforesaid  to  commit  murder,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  oon- 
Tioted  thereof  shall  suffer  death." 

{h)  Taylor's  Med.  Juzisp.  p.  1. 
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"  any  destructive  poison  or  other  destructive  thing,"  and  1850. 
therefore  to  administer  poison  in  a  perfectly  innocuous  state  -REaTv. 
is  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  In  s.  6(a)  Oludisray. 
of  the  same  statute  the  words  are  '^  poison  or  other  noxious 
thing ; "  so  that  the  legislature  itself  has  made  a  distinction 
between  poisons  which  are  noxious  and  those  which  are 
destructive.  Under  the  latter  section  it  would  be  enough 
that  the  party  administered  a  noxious  or  hurtful  poison,  but 
under  the  first  it  must  be  something  more  than  hurtful,  it 
must  be  destructive.  He  would  also  call  in  aid  the  words 
which  follow  in  s.  2,  '^  or  shall  stab,  cut,  or  wound  any 
person : "  those  words  would  not  be  satisfied  by  a  man  biting 
off  another's  nose ;  in  that  case  the  man  would  wound 
another,  but  not  in  the  sense  contemplated  by  the  star 
tute  {b).  So  that  it  is  not  enough  to  follow  the  words  of 
the  statute.  Suppose  the  man  to  bite  off  another's  nose 
with  intent  to  murder  him.  [  Wilde^  0.  J. — ^And  that  he 
bled  to  death.]  That  would  be  murder,  and  altogether  a 
different  charge:  here  the  party  did  not  die;  that  was 
administered  which  contained  within  it  the  power  of  de* 
struction,  but  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  administered 
could  not  by  possibility  destroy  (c).  [Atdersofiy  B. — ^Tou 
say  that  it  is  not  poison  until  the  shell  is  broken.]  In  Meg. 
Y.  Sat/don  {d)j  Erie,  J.  stated  that  under  the  term  '^  poison  " 
would  fall  anything  calculated  to  destroy  life ;  that  sub- 
stances harmless  in  themselves  might  become  poisons  by  the 

(a)  7  Wfll.  rV,  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  b.  6.  "  Whonoerer,  with  intent  to  piooure 
the  miscarriage  of  any  woman,  shaU  imlawf  ally  administer  to  her,  or  canse  to 
be  taken  by  her,  any  poison  or  other  noxious  thing,  or,"  &c. 

{b)  See  £ex  y.  Stevens,  1  Moo.  0.  C.  409;  Bex  y.  Earrie,  7  C.  &  P.  446: 
B^  Y,  Murrow,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  456. 

(e)  Mr.  Orerend  observed  that  one  of  the  medical  gentlemen  who  attended 
at  the  trial  had  since  taken  several  of  the  berries  for  tiie  purpose  of  satisfying 
himself  as  to  their  effect,  and  that  he  was  by  this  means  satisfied  that  they  were 
perfectly  innocuous.  It  appears  that  the  stomach  will  not  act  upon  the  outer 
part  of  the  berry,  the  pod,  containing  the  poison. 

(d)  I  Cox,  Cr.  Ca.  184. 

b2 
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1850.  time  or  manner  of  their  administration.  Taking  this  defini- 
Baso.t;.  txon  as  oorrect,  if  time  and  manner  of  administration  may 
Cludbbay.  jj^ate  an  otherwise  harmless  substance  a  poison;  so  the 
time  and  manner  of  administration  may  make  a  poisonous 
substance  harmless.  In  the  present  instance  it  was  not 
given  under  such  circumstances  as  to  be  poisonous,  but  in 
the  manner  of  its  administration  it  was  perfectly  harmless. 
Where  it  cannot  come  in  contact  with  the  bodily  system, 
it  cannot  be  a  destructive  thing ;  and  in  this  case,  that  it 
was  impossible  that  it  could  so  come  in  contact,  the  evidence 
so  far  as  it  was  given,  established.  Suppose  a  person  to 
administer  a  poison,  and  with  it,  by  mistake,  its  antidote,  so 
that  the  poison  was  innocuous ;  it  could  hardly  be  contended 
that  he  had  administered  a  destructive  thing :  in  that  case 
the  poison  exists,  but  its  action  is  neutralized ;  yet  it  might 
be  possible  to  evaporate  the  antidote,  and  leave  the  poison  in 
the  body  (a).  [Alderson^  B. — Here  you  treat  the  outside 
as  the  antidote.  PMt^  B. — Might  the  question,  whether 
poison  or  not,  depend  upon  the  strength  of  the  stomach  P 
There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  at  any  age  of  the 
recipient  it  would  have  been  poison.]  The  question  is,  wafl 
it  poison  to  a  child  nine  weeks  old  P  He  contended  upon  the 
evidence  it  was  not. 

Hall^  in  support  of  the  conviction.  He  was  to  show  that 
poison  was  poison,  although  it  was  in  a  case.  This  is  classed 
as  a  poison  amongst  medical  writers.  [Wightmany  J. — 
That  is  agreed,  but  it  is  contended  that  the  berry  is  not 
poison  imless  it  is  broken.]  Taking  the  whole  of  the  berzy 
together,  it  is  poison,  and  admioistering  the  berry  is  like 
administering  arsenic  in  a  capsule  which  probably  would 
break  or  otherwise  suffer  the  arsenic  to  escape  in  the 
stomach.  {Piatt,  B. — The  question  really  is  whether  each 
and  every  part  of  the  berry  was  administered.]    The  whole 

(a)  See  Chzierfaan  on  Poisodb,  p.  33. 
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was  passed  into  the  stomach  of  the  child.  What  difference  1850. 
can  it  make  that  the  poison  was  incased  P  The  statute  does  lELsa.if, 
not  say,  poison  likely  to  occasion  death,  but  only  "  poison."  Cltobe^t. 
{Wilde,  C*  J. — ^Is  poison,  administered  by  mistake  in  such 
a  way  that  it  could  not  operate  as  poison,  within  the  sta- 
tute P]  In  that  case  it  might  be  said  that  to  administer  a 
poison  which  the  stomach  would  inmiediately  reject,  would 
not  be  administering  poison.  Is  the  argument  to  be  that 
because  a  man  administers  too  large  a  dose  of  poison,  he 
does  not  administer  poison  at  all  P  [TFi'&fe,  C.  J. — ^Or 
because  he  administers  too  small  a  dose  that  it  is  not 
poison  P]  There  are  certain  cases  in  which  large  doses 
would  not  have  any  effect  whatever  {a).  The  question 
really  is,  whether  an  insoluble  capsule  covering  alters  the 
natuk  oi  the  substance  wittuB.  L  distinct  «^d  compre- 
hensive  words  in  which  the  statute  is  expressed,  he  appre- 
hended, were  used  for  the  very  purpose  of  excluding  ques- 
tions of  this  sort.  In  one  point  of  view  the  whole  berry  was 
poison,  it  was  classed  as  a  poison  generally :  the  kernel  was 
unquestionably  poison,  that  was  administered,  and  though 
within  the  pod,  it  cannot  be  said  that  poison  was  not 
administered. 
Cherend  replied. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  —  The  question  really  is  whether  the 
prisoner  administered  poison  with  intent  to  kill.  He 
administered  the  beixy  of  the  cocculus  indicus  and  it  is 
admitted  that  the  kernel  of  the  berry  is  poison,  and  it  was 
proved  that  he  administered  it  with  intent  to  kill ;  but  it 
also  appears  that  he  administered  it  in  such  a  condition  that 
it  could  not  act  as  poison;  and  then  the  question  arises 
whether  a  person  who  administers  poison  with  intent  to 
Irill^  but  from  ignorance  administers  it  in  such  a  manner  as 

(a)  See  Taylor  on  Pokoos,  p.  40. 
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1850.       to  be  innoououB,  is  guilty  under  the  statute.    We  are  all 

ebo.  t,.       of  opinion  that  a  man  who  .administers  poison  which,  by 

VDSRLY.    pgggQjj  Qf  gQjjjQ  mistake,  is  ineflEective  as  a  poison,  is  not 

the  less  guilty  of  administering  poison  because,  under  the 

circumstances,  it  is  not  likely  to  produce  any  ill  effect. 

Aldebson,  B.  added,  that  in  the  case  suggested  of  a 
person  administering  together  two  poisons  which  counter- 
acted each  other,  there  was  really  no  administering  of 
poison  at  all. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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Thb  Queen  against  John  Ghbistofhbb,  John  Smiths  and 

Geobge  Thornton. 

EVIDENOE.— DEPOSITIONS.  1850. 

Friday, 

"  The  prisoners  Christopher,  Smith,  and  Thornton,  were  J»^n<gry  irt. 
indicted  at  the  General  Quarter  Sessions,  holden  in  and  for  ^  ^^!?^ 
the  Borough  of  Liverpool,  on  the  22nd  day  of  October,  Jo^  the  magis- 
1849,  for  felony.  When  the  prisoners  were  first  brought  projence  ome 
before  the  magistrate  and  charged  with  the  felony,  the  oierk  to  the 
witnesses  were  sworn,  examined  by  the  magistrate,  and  terwaids,  athis 

....  •  i        'Ai  •      X         J!  own  office — the 

ooross-exammed  by  the  prisoners,  and  wntten  mmutes  oi  magistrate  and 
the  examination  and  cross-examination  were  made  by  the  b^'^b^t— 
derk  to  the  magistrates,  under  the  inspection  of   the  £e^^%^ 

n^a«ifl*»te-  qSlrtSS  to  the 

"  These  minutes  were  then  sent  to  the  office  of  the  derk  J^J^J^^ 
to  the  magistrates,  and  there  delivered  to  a  clerk  named  JgJ[^j^^^  ^ 
Tasker,  who  proceeded  to  write  the  depositions  from  the  afterwards  read 

'  *  *  before  the  ma- 

gistrate in  the  presenoe  of  the  witness  and  the  prisoner,  and  the  witness  resworn  as  to  its 
tenth.    Held,  that  the  witness  at  the  trial  might  be  asked  as  to  sacfa  answers  without  putting 
in  the  written  document. 
Qif.,  whether  such  a  document  is  in  law  a  deposition. 


Chbistofheb. 
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1850.  minutes.  The  witnesses  attended  in  the  office,  and  in  the 
ee^.v.  course  of  writing  the  depositions,  Tasker  put  some  questions 
to  each  of  them  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  the  depo- 
sitions more  oorreot,  dear,  and  complete.  The  answers 
given  to  the  questions  were  inserted  in  the  depositions. 
The  magistrate  was  not  present,  nor  were  the  prisoners  at 
the  office  of  the  clerk  to  the  magistrates.  The  depositions 
having  been  thus  written,  the  witnesses  appeared  again 
before  the  magistrate,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoners 
were  resworn,  the  depositions  were  read  over  to  them  and 
a  f uU  opportunity  was  afforded  for  cross-examination  before 
the  depositions  were  signed  by  the  witnesses. 

<<  Under  these  circumstances  appearing  on  the  trial,  the 
Counsel  for  the  prisoners  proposed  to  ask  one  of  the  wit- 
nessed for  the  Grown  the  following  question:  ^Did  you 
not  tell  Mr.  Tasker,  that  you  were  watching  the  prisoner 
Christopher,  till  a  quarter  before  one  o'clock  (a)?'  This 
question  was  material. 

'^  The  question  had  reference  to  what  was  said  by  the 
witness  in  answer  to  some  question  put  by  Tasker,  as 
above  stated,  in  the  course  of  writing  the  depositions;  and 
the  witness's  answer  would,  according  to  the  evidence,  ap- 
pear on  the  depositions.  The  depositions  were  not  read, 
or  tendered  in  evidence.  The  Counsel  for  the  prosecution 
objected  to  the  question  proposed,  and  the  question  waa 
overruled  by  the  Court. 

"  The  prisoners  were  all  convicted  of  felony.    Judgment 

(a)  At  the  trial  the  question  was  pnt,  alter  the  following  examination  t-^ 
*<  When  you  gave  your  eyidence  against  the  priBonen,  before  they  were 
committed,  waa  it  taken  down  in  writing  in  open  Court  f" 
"No." 

"  Where  did  you  go  to,  to  have  your  evidenoe  taken?" 
"  I  went  into  a  room  under  the  Court,  to  a  Mr.  Tasker." 
"  Were  the  pxisonen  or  magistrate  present  ?" 
"  No." 
Then  followed  the  question  set  out  in  the  case. 
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was  postponed^  and  the  prisoners  were  committed  to  prison       1850. 
nntil  it  shall  have  been  decided.  nm.v, 

"  Whether  the  question  proposed  to  be  asked  was  pro-  Cheibtopheb. 
perly  oveimled,  and  whether  the  prisoners  were  dnly  con- 
victed. 

"  Gilbert  Henderson, 
"  Eecorder  of  the  Borough  of  Liverpool." 

Silky  for  the  prisoner.  The  first  question  in  this  case, 
is,  whether  there  were  any  legal  depositions  at  all.  It  is 
dear  that  if  there  were  not,  the  witness  might  be  asked 
any  question  as  to  what  was  ssdd  before  the  magistrate.  If 
there  were  legal  depositions,  the  question  had  no  reference 
to  them, — to  what  was  done  before  the  magistrate;  but 
to  a  question  put  by  a  person  having  no  authority,  when 
neither  the  prisoner  nor  the  magistrate  was  present ;  and 
therefore  the  witness  might  be  properly  examined  as  to 
what  she  then  said  (a).  The  first  question,  therefore, 
that  presents  itself  is  whether,  or  not,  there  were  any 
legal  depositions.  Under  the  statutes  2  &  3  PL  and 
M.  c.  10,  and  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  64,  it  was  not  in  terms  re- 
quired that  the  prisoner  should  be  present;  but,  as  a 
general  principle,  no  depositions  could  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, unless  the  party  had  an  opportunity  of  cross-examin- 
ing the  witness.  The  examination  of  the  witness,  however, 
need  not  have  taken  place  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner. 
If,  after  the  examination  had  been  taken  down  in  the  absence 
of  the  prisoner,  the  priBoner  was  caUed  in,  the  witness  re- 
sworn,  and  the  evidence  read  over,  and  then  declared  by  the 
witness  to  be  true,  it  was  sufficient  that  the  prisoner  had 
then  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine.    Bex  v.  Smith  {b). 

(a)  Beg.  ▼.  Orifflths,  9  C.  &  P.  746;  JReg.  ▼.  Spilsbury,  7  0.  &  P.  187; 
AidL  0.  L.  118. 

(*)  Holt's  N.  P.  R  614;  S,  C,  Eusb.  &  By.  339;  2  Stark.  N.  P.  0.  208 
(see  note  2  Stark,  p.  211) ;  and  see  also  Bose,  C.  Ey.  71 ;  Arch.  C.  L.  133. 
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1850.       The  question  here  arises  under  the  stat.  11  &  12  Yiot. 

rbq.^.  0.  42,  B.  17;  by  that  statute  the  magistrates  "  shall  in  the 
presence  of  such  aooused  person  (who  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
put  questions  to  any  witness  produced  against  him)  take 
the  statement  on  oath  or  affirmation  of  those  who  shall 
know  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,"  &c.  {a).  It 
was  dear  therefore  that  the  examination  must  be  now 
made  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  the  statute,  he  sub- 
mitted, having  been  intended  to  obyiate  the  objection  that 
was  made  under  the  old  statutes.  [AlderBon^  B. — ^What 
objection  was  there  under  the  old  statutes  P]  Taking  the 
evidence  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner.  In  Reg,  y.  John^ 
son  (i),  Piatt,  B.  strongly  condemned  such  a  course  of 
procedure.  [Alderson^  B. — ^There  is  no  question  this 
must  be  considered  as  concluded  by  authority  ((;).  The 
fact  is,  that  all  the  depositions  in  London  and  Westminster 
are  taken  predsely  in  that  way  at  present.  The  only 
essential  part  before  the  late  statute  was  that  the  prisoner 
should  have  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  (ef ).]  In  the 
present  case,  the  minutes  never  were  signed  by  either  of 
the  parties,  and  consequently  there  were  no  legal  depo- 
sitions. After  the  examination  before  the  magistrate  was 
concluded,  a  derk  to  the  derk  of  the  magistrates,  in  the 


In  Rex  y.  ForhM^  Holt's  N.  P.  B.  699,  note  (decided  before  Rex  v.  Smith)^ 
Ghambie,  J.,  refiuied  to  receive  such  depositions  in  evidence. 

(a)  For  section  of  stotate,  see  note,  p.  9. 

{h)  2  G.  &  K.  394. 

{e)  His  Lordship  mentioned  two  unreported  cases  in  which  snch  evidence 
had  been  received,  one  of  which  occurred  at  Somerset,  and  the  prisoner  was 
hanged. 

{d)  The  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  provides,  that  the  justices  shall, 
in  the  presenee  of  the  aeeueedf  take  the  statement  of  tiie  witness  and  shall  put 
it  into  writing ;  and  such  deposition  shall  be  read  over  to  and  signed  by  the 
witness,  and  signed  also  by  the  justice  or  justices.  See  note,  p.  9.  Alderem, 
B.,  observed  that  the  law  was  the  same  before  the  late  statute  11  &  12  Yict. 
c.  42.  See  R,  v.  Smith,  Holt,  N.  P.  614  (on  stat.  Ph.  &  M.)  ;  R,  v.  Biking- 
ton,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  142  (on  stat.  7  Geo.  lY.  c.  64) ;  R.  v.  Hake,  1  Ckn,  0.  C. 
226  (J*.). 


Ghbistophbb. 
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absenoe  of  the  prisoner  and  of  the  magistrate,  further  1850. 
examined  the  witness,  and  from  such  examination,  and  the  .  be<j.i^. 
previonsl j-written  statement  and  from  his  own  reooUeotion, 
a  fresh  statement  was  written.  Aooordingtothecase  stated 
a  fall  opporhmity  was  afforded  for  oross-examinatioii 
before  the  depositions  were  signed : — suppose  a  prisoner  to 
attend  before  the  magistrates  with  his  oonnsel  and  attorney; 
the  examination  to  be  taken  before  the  magistrate,  and 
the  prisoner's  advisers  to  go  away;  the  depositions  are 
afterwards  altered  and  read  over  to  the  prisoner  in  the 
absenoe  of  his  legal  advisers,  (who,  not  supposing  that  any 
alteration  wonld  be  made,  regard  the  proceedings  as  a  mere 
form,)  is  it  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  suoh  written  state- 
ment is  the  statement  npon  which  an  opportunity  was 
afforded  for  oross-examination  P  Snoh  a  oonrse  is  far  more 
objectionable  than  that  of  examining  the  witnesses  in  the 
absenoe  of  the  prisoner,  and  then  reading  to  him  their 
evidence,  because  it  tends  to  throw  the  prisoner  off  his 
guard.  He  need  scarcely  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  witness,  such  altered 
depositions  wonld  be  unalterable  evidence  against  the 
prisoner ;  the  question,  therefore,  was  one  of  essential  im- 
portance. [Jfattfe,  J. — ^Tou  must  prove  the  full  oppor- 
tunity of  cross-examining.  If  the  prisoner  does  not  hear 
the  whole  of  the  question,  he  has  not  suoh  full  opportunity. 
Suppose  the  answer  to  be  ^^  Yes,"  to  a  question  involving 
two  alternatives.  The  prisoner  may  know  that  the  witness 
nkoans  to  affirm  the  one  and  not  the  other,  to  which  the 
derk  may  write  the  answer  '^  Yes,"  thereby  importing  a 
different  matter  from  that  to  which  the  witness  really  in- 
tended to  speak.] 

Then,  supposing  the  depositions  to  be  good,  he  contended 
that  in  such  case  the  coimsel  for  the  prisoner  was  only  pre- 
vented from  examining  the  witness  as  to  what  was  said 
before  the  magistrate.     [-4/rfer«on,  B. — ^You  have  no  right 
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1850.  to  ask  what  was  said  before  the  magistrate ;  but  what  was 
Bsa.  V,  said  at  another  time  is  not  excluded.  The  mere  fact  of  its 
•  being  taken  down  in  writing  is  not  material  if  it  is  not  taken 
down  in  a  proper  form.]  The  statement  produced  not 
having  been  a  statement  made  before  the  magistrate^  the 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  put  the  ques- 
tion (a). 

Pagetf  for  the  Crown,  was  requested  by  the  Court  to 
direct  his  attention  in  the  first  instance  to  the  last  point. 
For  the  purpose  of  this  part  of  the  argument,  he  might 
assume  that,  if  the  witness  had  been  dead,  the  depositions 
might  have  been  read  in  evidence  under  the  17th  sect,  of 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42.    Counsel  was  not  precluded  from 
asking  "  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Tasker  so  and  so  P  "  but  the 
question  in  this  case  was  precluded  by  the  form  of  the 
question  itself,  "  Did  you  not  teU  Mr.  Tasker  (J),"  &c., 
adopting  the  very  words  stated  in  the  depositions  as  the 
reply  made  by  the  witness  to  a  question  put  by  Tasker. 
That  statement  appeared  upon  the  depositions.     [^Alderson, 
B. — "  That  statement"  is  a  fallacy.    A  similar  statement 
might  have  been  correct.    Is  it  to  be  taken  that,  when  the 
party  was  resworn,  every  question  and  every  answer  was 
repeated  P]    For  the  purpose  of  this  argument,  it  must  be 
assumed  that  the  same  words  were  repeated  before  the 
magistrate.    That  was  the  ground  upon  which  he  had  to 
contend  that  the  question  was  inadmissible.     [  Wilde^  C.  J. 
— ^The  question  is  not  whether  the  answer  only  was  the 
same,  but  whether  the  question  to  which  the  answer  was 
given  was  also  the  same.    I  presume  the  question  put, 
when  the  witness  was  resworn  before  the  magistrate  (after 
reading  the  statement),  was,  "  Is  that  true  P  "  to  which  the 
witness  answered   "Yes."     The  answer  upon  the  depo- 

(a)  JReg.  v.  SheUard,  9  0.  &  P.  277 ;  Reg.  v.  Eolden^  8  0.  &.  P.  606. 
{h)  The  magistzotea'  clerk's  derk. 


Cebisxofheb. 


SITTHrOS  AFTER  EQiABY  TEBM,  Zm.  YIOT.  231 

sitions  was  an  answer  to  some  question  put  by  Tasker  when  1850. 
the  magistrate  was  not  present;  not  a  statement  made  Bxa.v. 
before  the  magistrate,  nor  in  the  presenoe  of  the  aocused. 
AlderaaUf  B. — ^Then  the  answer  to  the  question  before  the 
magistrate  would  not  be  found  upon  the  depositions,  but 
another  answer.  Wilder  O.J. — ^Has  not  the  prisoner  a 
right  to  hear  the  question  as  well  as  the  answer  P  Now  he 
does  not  hear  the  questions  to  which  the  several  replies  are 
made :  aU  that  he  hears  is  the  question,  "  Is  that  true  P" 
to  which  the  answer  ^^  Yes  "  is  given.  As  much  is  suggested 
frequently  by  the  question  as  by  the  answer.  A  magistrate 
often  omits  to  put  down  part  of  the  statement,  because  he 
thinks  it  not  material.  If  it  should  at  the  trial  appear 
important,  is  it  to  be  excluded  (a)  P  Maule^  J. — There  is 
no  authority  in  the  clerk  which  would  exclude  the  evidence. 
Alderaonj  B. — Suppose  a  man  in  the  street  to  have  asked 
the  question,  would  not  the  answer  have  been  admissible  P] 
It  must  be  presumed  that  what  Tasker  wrote  down  was  by 
the  witness's  authority ;  and  that  it  was  written  correctly, 
as  it  was  signed  by  the  witness.  He  was  prepared  to  say 
the  witness  could  not  be  asked  a  question  upon  the  depo- 
sitions without  putting  them  into  his  hand :  that  being  done, 
the  prisoner's  counsel,  finding  they  did  not  contain  the 
statement,  might  put  the  question.  He  believed  that  to  be 
the  foundation  of  the  second  resolution  in  The  Queen^a 
ease  (J).  [Aldersony  B. — That  is  to  say,  if  he  never  made 
any  statement  except  that  which  is  in  writing ;  here  the 
witness  does.  It  appeared  to  him  the  statement  made 
by  the  witness  to  Tasker,  and  which  was  read  over  to  him 
and  acknowledged  by  him  to  have  been^'true,"  was  the  state- 
ment of  the  witness.  [Alderson^  B. — Could  the  witness, 
by  signing  his  name,  in  this  case  prevent  that  from  being 
proved  which  was  proveable  before  P    Maule^  J. — Suppose 

(a)  See  note  to  Jtam  v.  JFheedon,  2  M.  &  B.  468, 489. 
(6)  2  B.  ft  B.  286. 
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1850.  a  man  makes  an  affidayit,  you  ask  him,  Did  he  not  say  so 
rto. r.  ^uid  so,  upon  giving  instructions  to  his  attorney?]  He 
Chbiwophkb.  referred  to  8ainthill  v.  Bound  (a).  [Maule,  J.— There 
is  nothing  to  show  that  in  that  case  the  statement  was 
ever  made,  except  in  the  affidavit.  It  may  have  been 
signed  by  a  deaf  and  dumb  man.]  The  judgment  in 
Leach  v.  Simpson  (b)  was  strongly  in  his  favour.  Sup- 
pose the  present  question  to  have  arisen  in  a  civiL  action. 
\_Alder8on^  B. — The  rule  would  have  been  the  same.] 
A  merchant  sends  a  letter  written  by  his  derk,  and 
signed  by  his  own  hand:  the  whole  of  it  becomes  the 
statement  of  the  merchant,  and  it  would  not  be  compe- 
tent to  prove  any  matter  therein  stated  without  produc- 
ing the  letter.  '  [MaulCy  J. — This  is  not  the  same  case, 
because  the  derk  does  not  write  down  what  he  is  di- 
rected. AMerson^  B. — ^The  difference  is,  that  in  the  caae 
of  the  letter  the  conmiunication  is  the  communication  of 
the  merchant.] 

On  the  other  point; — ^whether  there  were  any  legal  depo- 
sitions. This  was  an  act  done  in  the  course  of  taking  down 
the  depositions,  whether  the  depositions  were  regularly 
taken  or  not.  \_Alder8on,  B. — Have  you  seen  the  note  to 
Jeans  v.  Wheedon  (c)  ?  There  the  whole  of  the  law  is  laid 
down  very  well  and  very  correctiy.]  That  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  present  case,  for  there  the  dociunent  was 
not  signed  at  all.  [Alderson^  B. — I  did  not  refer  to  the 
facts  of  that  case  but  to  the  general  prindple,  as  stated  in 
the  note.  If  that  is  correctly  laid  down,  as  I  think  it  is, 
it  disposes  of  this  question.]  He  did  not  contend  that 
other  statements  than  those  contained  in  the  depositions 
might  not  be  given  in  evidence,  but  that  it  was  necessary 
as  a  preliminary  measure  to  put  the  depositions  in  in  the 
first  instance. 

(a)  4  Esp.  74.  {b)  6  M.  &  W.  311, 312. 

(0  2  M.  ft  B.  487. 
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Wilde,  0.  J. — ^Prom  the  view  which  the  Court  takes  of  1850. 
the  question,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  trouble  you  further  Bxa.v, 
upon  that  point.  Chbibtophbb. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  question  put  was  a  legal 
and  pioper  question,  and  that  an  answer  ought  to  have  been 
required.  [His  Lordship  here  stated  the  facts  and  the  ob- 
jection.] The  question  is  whether  the  paper  was  the 
primary  evidence ;  the  ground  upon  which  it  is  contended 
that  it  was,  is  that  it  is  to  be  treated  as  if  it  was  a  deposi- 
tion before  the  magistrate.  The  interval  that  elapsed 
between  the  time  when  the  evidence  was  received,  when  it 
waa  put  into  writing,  and  when  the  party  is  supposed  to 
answer  the  question,  would  not  materially  alter  the  case- 
Ought  this  document  to  be  treated  as  a  deposition  before 
the  magistrate  P  Is  the  analogy  a  correct  analogy  P  The 
opinion  of  the  Court  is,  that  it  is  not.  Where  the  evidence 
has  been  taken  before  a  magistrate  and  it  is  received,  it  is 
because  the  Court  has  charged  a  pubUc  officer  with  recording 
what  is  said,  and  the  presumption  is  that  he  did  his  duty, 
and  therefore  it  is  the  best  evidence.  Is  there  any  legal 
character  attached  to  this  paper  at  the  time  it  is  written 
to  exclude  parol  evidence  P  The  Court  is  of  opinion  that 
there  is  not.  At  the  time  Tasker  wrote  it,  he  was  doing 
an  act  to  which  the  law  gave  no  sanction,  he  was  doing  it 
as  a  mere  volunteer ;  and  he  could  not  by  any  such  writing 
exclude  parol  evidence  of  that  which  the  witness  may 
have  said.  We  axe  therefore  of  opinion  that  it  was  com- 
petent to  ask  the  question.  You  cannot  put  it  higher 
than  the  case  of  a  man  writing  the  paper  himself,  and 
Tasker  is  in  no  better  situation.  There  is  in  point  of 
law  no  legal  authority  attached  to  it,  and  there  is  no  * 
reason  why  the  question  should  not  be  asked.  The  whole 
argument  seems  to  be  founded  upon  a  position  which 
is  not  at  aU  analogous.    We  are  of  opinion  the  question 
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1850.       was  improperly  overruled.    It  therefore  becomefi  unneoes- 
bbo.i;.      sary  to  decide  the  other  point.    The  prisoner  must  be 
Ohbibtopheb.  diflchaxged  {a). 

See  Seff.  v.  Bond,  and  Seg,  v.  Sansome,  infra. 

(a)  In  this  case  no  judgment  had  been  entered  at  the  time  of  this  hearing. 
See  Bchednle  to  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  78,  the  Act  by  which  this  Ck>nrt  is  con- 
stitnted. 
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The  Queen  against  Eichabd  Williams. 

1850. 

LEVY  OF  CHURCH  EATE.  ^.^I^'i. 


therefore  bad. 


The  piifioner  was  tried  at  the  General  Quarter  SesaionB  J^i^ticee  of  the 

.  peace,  in  iasuinf^ 

for  the  county  of  Cornwall,  held  at  Bodmin,  on  the  17th  of  a  warrant  under 
Ootober,  1848,  on  an  indiotment  which  charged  him  with  in.  c.  127,  s. 
having  unlawfully  rescued  a  distress  which  had  been  seized  church  rate  by 
under  a  warrant  to  distrain  for  the  amount  of  a  church  saie/miu?  pur- 
rate.    The  case  set  out  the  warrant,  which  after  reciting  thestal^Tl^. 
the  making  a  complaint  before  a  justice  by  the  churchwar-  ji^tlifg  th Jsale 
dens  of  the  parish  of  St.  AusteU  in  the  said  county;  that  ^^^f^(^l 
the  said  Eichard  Williams  had  refused  and  neglected  to  pay  ^J^i  foS**  ^^ 
the  sum  of  88,  Sid,  which  he  was  duly  rated  and  assessed  to  more  tiian  edght 

*  "^  dayB  from  the 

pay  for  a  church  rate  in  the  said  parish,  the  validity  of  which  t™e  of  the 

*,"  seizure. 

rate  had  not  been  questioned  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court;  a  warrant  to 
an  order  by  the  said  justice  requiring  him  to  pay  the  said  witiL"  (upon  a 
sum,  together  with  the  sum  of  ds,  9d.  for  costs;  notice  of  ^laker)  is^ 
the  order,  and  refusal  of  the  said  Eichard  Williams  to 
pay;  concluded — "These  are  therefore  to  authorize  and 
command  you  that  you  do  forthwith  levy  the  aforesaid  sum 
of  14:8,  S^d.  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  Eichard  Williams,  and  out  of  the  money  arising 
from  such  sale  that  you  do  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto 
the  said  Eichard  Parsons  and  William  Jago  (a)  the  said 
sum  of  lis.  5^d.y  and  thereout  also  deduct  your  necessary 
charges  for  distraining;  and  if  any  overplus  shall  remain 
after  such  payment,  and  deduction  as  aforesaid,  that  you  do 
render  the  same  unto  the  said  Eichard  WiUiams,"  &c.  The 
second  count  of  the  indictment  was  as  follows: — '  And  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  pre- 
sent that  after  the  taking  and  distraining  of  the  said  goods 
in  manner  and  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  said 

(a)  The  churcbwardeui. 
VOL.  I.  » 
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1850.  sum  of  lis.  5^d.  remained  due  and  unpaid,  to  wit,  on  the 
bsqTv.  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  of,  &o.,  the  said 
WiLijAics.  gQQ^iQ  and  chattels  were  then  and  there  in  the  custody  and 
possession  of  one  Samuel  Treverton,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  said  warrant,  and  by  him  were  then  and  there  had 
and  detained  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Samuel 
Treverton  then  and  there  being  one  of  the  constables  of 
the  said  parish,  &o. ;  and  that  the  said  Eichard  Williams, 
on,  &o.,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish,  &c.,  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  so  as  aforesaid  in  the  custody  of  the 
said  Samuel  Treverton  as  such  constable  as  aforesaid  then 
and  there  being  from  and  out  of  the  custody  and  against 
the  will  of  him  the  said  Samuel  Treverton,  then  and  there 
unlawfully  and  injuriously  did  rescue,  take,  and  carry  away 
(the  said  sum  of  lis,  5^.  so  as  aforesaid  due  being  then 
unpsud),  and  other  wrongs,  &c.,  against  the  peace,  &c." 
The  counsel  for  the  defendant  took  objection  to  the  validity 
of  the  warrant, — ^that  a  time  had  not  been  therein  limited 
for  the  sale  and  disposal  of  the  goods  as  required  by  the 
stat.  27  G-eo.  11.  c.  20,  s.  1.  The  objection  was  overruled, 
and  the  defendant,  having  been  found  guilty  on  the  second 
count,  was  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  for  two  months, 
and  to  pay  a  fine  of  10/.,  siibject  to  a  case  reserved  for  the 
opinion  of  this  Court.  In  the  mean  time  execution  was 
respited. 
No  counsel  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner. 

Pashlei/j  for  the  Grown. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  the  warrant  to  distrain  for  a  church  rate  is  a  valid 
warrant.  The  usual  form  {a)  which  is  here  followed,  and 
which  has  always  been  used  under  the  statutes  7  Will.  m. 
c.  34,  and  1  GJ-eo.  I.  stat.  2,  c.  6,  is  said  to  be  wrong  because 
it  does  not  define  the  time  for  the  disposal  of  the  goods, 
which  it  is  said  should  be  not  less  than  four  nor  more  than 

(a)  1  Chit  Bum.  Jus.  678,  last  ed. 


BITTDrGS  AFTBB  HILAEY  TBBM,  XIH.  VIOT.  237 

eight  days ;  the  tenns  of  the  warrant  in  this  case  being       1850. 
to  levy  "forthwitL"    The  statute  referred  to,  the  27      ^^f;^^ 
Geo.  n.  0.  20,  8.  1,  after  reciting  that  justices  are  em-     Wiluamb. 
powered  to  issue  warrants  for  the  distress  of  goods  and 
chattels,  and  that  in  all  cases  a  time  is  not  limited  for  the 
sale  thereof,  provides,  that  in  all  cases  where  any  justice  of 
the  peace  is  required  by  any  Act  of  Parliament  to  issue  a 
warrant  of  distress,  he  may  therein  order  the  goods  to  be 
sold  within  a  Umited  time,  such  time  to  be  not  less  than 
four  nor  more  than  eight  days  (a).     IWilliamSf  J. — ^The 
church  rate  to  be  paid  by  Quakers  is  not  affected  by  this 
Act:  it  is  expressly  excepted  from  its  operation.]    That  is 
80.    It  is  suggested,  on  the  other  side,  that  this  Act  is  in« 
tended  to  provide  that  in  all  cases  there  shall  be  no  sale 
within  four  days.    The  statute  really  provides,  that  in  all 


(«)  Stat.  27  Qeo.  n.  o.  20,  a.  1.  "Whereas  by  many  Acts  of  Parliament, 
Justices  of  the  peace  are  empowered  to  issue  warrants  for  the  distress  ajid  sale 
of  goods  and  chattels,  but  the  chaxgOB  of  distraining,  keeping,  and  sale  of  such 
goods  and  chattels  are  not  provided  for  in  all  the  said  Acts,*  nor  is  there  a 
time  in  all  oases  *  limited  for  the  sale  thereof  whereby  inconveniences  have 
arisen.'  Therefore,  for  remedy  thereof,  be  it  enacted  by,"  &c.,  '^That  in  all 
cases  where  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  is  or  are  or  shall  be  required 
or  empowered  by  any  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament  now  in  force,  or  hereafter  to 
be  made,  to  issue  a  warrant  of  distress  for  the  levying  of  any  penalty  inflicted, 
or  any  sum  of  money  directed  to  be  paid,  by  or  in  consequence  of  such  Act  or 
Acts,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  justice  or  justices  granting  such  war- 
rant therein  to  order  and  direct  the  goods  and  chattels  so  to  be  distrained  to 
be  sold  and  disposed  of  within  a  certain  time  to  be  limited  in  such  warrant, 
80  as  such  time  be  not  less  than  four  days  nor  more  than  eight  days,  unless 
the  penalty  or  sum  of  money  for  which  such  distress  shall  be  made,  together 
with  the  reasonable  charges  of  taking  and  keeping  such  distress,  be  sooner 
paid." 

Sect.  2.  Charges  of  distress,  &c. 

Sect.  3.  Not  to  ertend  to  or  repeal  any  provisions  relating  to  distress  for 
church  rates  payable  by  Quakers. 


*  1  Ed.  m.  c.  16;  2Ed.  m.  o.  6;  ISEd.  m.  st.  2,  c  2;  34 Ed.  m.  c.  1 
ftc.6;  12Bic.n.c.  10;  13Bio.n.c.7;  14Bic.II.c.ll ;  17Bic.II.c.  10;  2 
Hen.  V.  St.  1,  c.  4 ;  2  Hen.  V.  st.  2,  c.  1 ;  14 Hen.  VI.  c.4 ;  18  Hen.  VI.  c.  11 ; 
lEd.IV.o.2;  1  Bio.  m.  c.  3 ;  3  Hen.  VII.  c.  1 ;  4Hen.  Vn.  c.  12;  6  Geo.  I. 
0. 21;  aOeo.  L  c.  7;  6  Oeo.II.  c.  18&c.  19. 

s2 
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1850.  oases  where  the  justioe  is  by  a  prior  statute  required  to 
BeoTt!  issue  a  warrant  of  distress,  it  shall  and  may  he  lawful  for 
WiuiAMs.  Yini  therein  to  order  the  goods  to  be  sold  within  a  certain 
time.  This  is  not  compulsory.  [WUliamSy  J. — ^By  the 
recital,  it  appears  the  statute  was  to  remedy  the  inconve- 
nienoes  which  had  arisen  from  no  time  being  fixed.]  The 
third  section,  which  contains  the  exception  as  to  Quakers, 
places  them  in  the  same  situation  as  they  were  in  under 
stats.  7  WiU.  III.  c.  34,  and  1  Geo.  I.  stat.  2,  c.  6.  The  stat. 
Will.  III.  provides  a  summary  power  for  levying  church 
rates  upon  Quakers ;  the  stat.  Geo.  I.  extends  that  power ; 
but  in  neither  statute  is  any  time  for  the  sale  limited.  The 
stat.  27  Geo.  11.  provides  a  general  distress.  [Jfawfe,  J. — 
The  statute  does  not  give  the  power  where  it  did  not  exist 
before,  but  it  regulates  the  mode  of  proceeding.]  The  stat. 
53  Geo.  in.  c.  127,  is  the  Act  under  which  the  goods  of 
others  than  Quakers  are  distrained  for  church  rates  (a). 


(a)  Stat.  53  Geo.  m.  c.  127,  8.  7.  "  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  churoh 
rates  or  chapel  rates  of  limited  amount  unduly  '  refused  or  withheld,  should 
in  certain  cases  be  more  easily  and  speedily  recovered :  Be  it  enacted,  That> 
from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  if  any  one  duly  rated  to  a  church  or 
chapel  rate,  the  validity  whereof  has  not  been  questioned  in  any  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  the  same  sum  at  which  he  is  so  rated,  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  one  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  same  county, 
riding,  city,  liberty,  or  town  corporate,  where  the  church  or  chapel  is  situated 
in  respect  whereof  such  rate  shall  have  been  made,  upon  the  complaint  of  any 
churchwarden  or  churchwardens,  chapelwarden  or  chapelwardens,  who  ought 
to  receive  and  collect  the  same,  by  warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  such 
justice,  to  convene  before  any  two  or  more  such  justices  of  the  peace  any 
person  so  refusing  or  neglecting  to  pay  such  rate,  and  to  examine  upon  oath 
(which  oath  the  said  justices  are  hereby  empowered  to  administer)  into  the 
merits  of  the  said  complaint,  and  by  order  under  their  hands  and  seals  to 
direct  the  payment  of  what  is  due  and  payable  in  respect  to  such  rate,  so  as 
the  sxmL  ordered  and  directed  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid  do  not  exceed  ten  poimds 
over  and  above  the  reasonable  costs  and  charges  to  be  ascertained  by  such 
justices ;  and  upon  refusal  or  neglect  of  such  party  to  pay  according  to  such 
order,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  one  of  such  justices,  by  warrant 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  levy  the  money  thereby  ordered  to  be  paid,  toge- 
ther with  the  amount  of  such  costs  and  charges,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the 
goods  of  such  offender,  his  executors  or  administrators,  rendezing  only  the 
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{_Maulej  J. — It  ifl  a  levy :  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  1850. 
distress ;  it  is  not  a  pledge ;  althougli  the  party  may  B.m,v. 
perhaps  pay  before  the  sale.]  The  statute  27  Geo.  11. 
0.  20,  excepts  from  its  operation  the  powers  in  reference 
to  Quakers  under  the  stats.  7  &  8  Will.  III.  and  1  Q-eo. 
I.;  and  it  leaves  the  previous  law  with  respect  to  them 
untouched.  Then  comes  the  stat.  53  Geo.  III.  c.  127,  the 
object  of  which  was  to  give  the  same  power  in  all  other 
cases  (where  the  amount  did  not  exceed  ten  pounds)  as 
existed  before  in  reference  to  Quakers.  That  statute  says 
that  the  justices  may  by  warrant  order  the  payment  of  the 
money  by  distress  and  sale,  but  nothing  is  said  about  any 
time:  no  time  is  defined.  [Wilde j  C.  J. — I  understand 
the  27  Oeo.  II.  c.  20,  to  apply  to  all  rates  that  were  then 
made  or  thereafter  should  be  made.  Maule^  J. — The  Act 
27  Geo.  n.  oontaros  an  exception  as  to  Quakers.  Suppose  a 
subsequent  Act  to  pass  in  the  form  of  the  stat.  53  G-eo.  IH., 
giving  a  power  to  distrain ;  suppose  it  was  a  game  law ; 
you  might  as  well  say  that  such  Act  did  not  apply  to  the 
Quakers,  although  it  should  give  the  magistrates  the  same 
power  to  distrain  for  a  game  penalty  as  they  previously 
had  of  enforcing  the  payment  of  church  rates.  You  seek 
to  make  use  of  the  stat.  27  Geo.  II.,  and  at  the  same  time 
you  also  seek  to  reject- it.]  The  distinction  is  that  your 
Lordship  is  putting  the  whole  in  pari  materia.  [Maukj  J. 
— The  question  then  is  whether  the  materia  is  the  church 
rate  or  the  Quaker.  It  is  usual  to  put  a  man  into  posses- 
sion for  four  days ;  but  the  most  humane  thing  you  can  do 
to  a  Quaker  is  to  take  his  goods  at  once,  instead  of  keeping 
a  man  in  for  four  days  to  convert  him  from  the  error  of  his 
ways.  WilliamSy  J. — Where  there  is  a  debt  created  by  sta- 
tute, and  also  a  mode  of  enforcing  it,  it  is  not  to  be  enforced 

orezpluB  to  him  or  her,  the  necenary  charges  of  distraioing  being  thereout 
first  deducted  and  allowed  by  the  said  justice."— Appeal.— Proviso  for  Eccle- 
siastical Jnrisdiction. 
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1850.  -without  notioe;  but  here  the  statute,  as  to  the  mode  of 
Beg.  t^.  enforcing  it,  already  existed.  Maule^  J. — ^This  is  an  eocle- 
siastical  debt  to  be  enforced  originally  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court.  The  stat.  53  Geo.  m.  gives  the  magistrates  power 
to  order  the  payment  of  it,  and  so  makes  it  a  dvil  process.] 
The  civil  power  is  called  in  to  enforce  the  ecclesiastical  law 
by  a  summary  mode  of  compelling  the  payment  of  the 
money.  The  case  does  not  fall  within  the  words  of  the 
stat.  27  G-eo.  11.  c.  20,  "Where  any  justice  of  the  peace  is 
or  shall  be  required  by  any  Act  of  Parliament  now  in  force, 
or  hereafter  to  be  made,  to  issue  a  warrant  of  distress  for 
the  levying  of  any  penalty  inflicted,  or  any  sum  of  money 
directed  to  be  paid  by  or  in  consequence  of  such  Act.''  This 
is  not  a  penalty  inflicted,  nor  is  it  a  sum  of  money  directed 
to  be  paid  by  or  in  consequence  of  such  Act :  it  is  a  sum 
of  money  payable  under  the  ecclesiastical  law,  and  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  has  the  power  to  enforce  the  payment 
by  distress  under  the  particular  authority  of  this  Act 
The  statute  53  Q«o.  m.  is  not  limited  expressly  to  a  levy 
of  the  amount  due  for  church  rates ;  but  under  that  act 
may  be  levied  not  only  such  amount,  but  also  all  costs  and 
charges.  The  Act  is  larger  in  its  operation  than  the  27 
Geo.  n.,  which  is  in  effect  repealed  by  this  Act,  so  far  as  this 
Act  is  concerned :  yet,  under  this  Act  the  remedy  is  for  a 
small  sum,not  like  the  statute  27Gbo.  II.,  under  which  orders 
may  be  made  for  the  levy  of  a  veiy  large  amoimt ;  when 
that  is  the  case,  one  can  readily  suppose  the  reasonableness 
of  granting  four  days.  [Mauk,  J. — ^From  s.  6  of  53  Geo.  m. 
it  would  appear  that  the  stat.  of  27  G^.  II.  c.  20,  was  not 
overlooked  by  the  legislature  in  passing  that  Act].  With 
respect  to  any  weight  to  be  attached  to  an  incidental  ex- 
pression of  the  legislature  in  reference  to  a  previous  statute, 
he  cited  Lore  v.  Chray  (a),  Bussell  v.  Ledsam  (J).     The 

(a)  2  T.  E.  368. 

{b)  11M.&W.647;  UM.  &W.  674,  m  error;  16  2L&W.633. 
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declaration  of  the  legidature,  as  to  the  meaning  of  a  pre-       ^^50. 
vions  statatOy  is  a  matter  by  which  the  Courts  will  not  be      Reo.  v. 

W  TTT.T  A  IfH 

inflnenoedy  because  it  is  the  proTince  of  the  judges,  and  not 
the  authority  of  the  legislatuie,  to  construe  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament. [Maukj  J. — ^That  is  extending  the  doctrine  veiy 
f ar,  because  it  is  saying  the  legislature  did  not  know  what 
they  were  themselyes  saying ;  your  argument  would  put  an 
end  to  all  the  interpretation  clauses.  Aldersonj  B. — Here 
the  justices  make  the  order,  directing  the  sale  ^^  forthwith ;" 
and  it  is  said  that  you  must  have  a  warrant  of  distress  autho- 
rising a  sale,  not  within  four  days.  That  is  so.  The  warrant 
must  follow  the  directions  of  the  statute.  Mauk^  J. — They 
follow  the  form  in  Bum's  J. ;  but  it  is  not  the  first  form 
in  that  work  which  has  been  objected  to,  and  decided  to  be 
wrong.] 

WiLDB,  C.  J. — ^We  are  of  opinion  the  warrant  is  within 
tiie  operation  of  the  statute  27  Geo.  H.  c.  20,  and  therefore 
the  conviction  is  bad.  A  verdict  of  '^  not  guilty"  must  be 
entered. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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The  Queen  against  Benjamin  Hopkins  Bond. 

^Q^_  Case  reserved  hy  the  Honourable  Justice  Cresswell. 

1850. 

Apru^a)  "  ^'  ^^^  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  stealing 
1    :  seventy  pieces  of  the  current  coin  of  the  realm  called  sove- 

A  pnaoner  can-  *^  -^ 

not  be  convict-    reigns,  of  the  value  of  70/. ;  one  hundred  and  forty  pieces  of 
dictment  charg-  the  Current  coin  called  half-sovereigns,  of  the  value  of  701. ; 

ing  a  larceny  of  ,        , 

specific  coins^      and,  in  like  manner,  280  crowns,  400  half-crowns,  400 

nnlfl^  there  is  ,  _  .    . 

evidence  from     florins,  400  shillings,  and  400  sixpences,  the  property  of 
may  find  ttS^    I.  Q.  Ourrie  and  Co.,  in  their  dwelling-house. 
particTi^^coinB       "2.   In  another  count  he  was  charged  as  clerk  and 

charged  was         ««,«,««4. 

the  subject  of     Servant. 

k notmSaent        " ^®  prisoner  was   a  clerk  in  the  banking-house  of 

^IfelSfies     I®*®^  ^-  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^'>  ^^»  ^^  *^®  l''*^  ^*  October,  waa 
!^li"i7  *^**      employed  as  one  of  the  cashiers.    There  was  evidence  from 

some  of  one  or  xr    j 

of  the  other        which  it  might  be  inferred  that  he  had  on  that  day 

coin  mentioned  °  •' 

TOs  stolen.         abstracted  70/.  in  money  from  the  bank,  but  there  was  no 

[Erie,  J.  dis-  "^  ' 

sentiente.] 

A  statement  made  by  a  prisoner  before  a  magistrate,  not  signed  either  by  the  magistrate  or 
the  prisoner,  is  not  exclud!ed  as  evidence  because  the  magistrate  omits  to  inform  him  that  he 
has  nothing  to  hope  or  to  fear  from  either  promise  or  threat.  [11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18. — 
Proviso.] 

^^■^»»^—^w.™^— ^M.^— ^■^»^—  ■    ■■  ■    —        ^m  ™  -    -  ■    I  ^        ™  ^^^^m^^  ■■■^  ■■■■..■■  ■■■■■■■  ^,^^^^^^^,^^ 

(ff)  This  case  was  argued  before  the  above-named  judges  on  Saturday,  Januaiy  19, 1850. 
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evidence  to  show  the  nature  of  any  one  piece  of  the  coin       1850. 

"4.  Amongst  other  evidence  the  counflel  for  the  prose-       ^^^' 
cation  tendered  in  evidence  a  statement  by  the  prisoner 
before  the  committing  magistrate,  made  under  the  follow- 
ing circumstances. 

^'5.  The  prisoner  was  taken  before  the  magistrate  on 
the  20th  of  October,  and  charged  with  stealing  70/.  in 
money  from  his  employers,  and  remanded,  after  some 
witnesses  had  been  examined.  He  was  brought  up  a 
second  time,  on  the  24th  of  October,  and  then  further 
evidence  was  given,  and  that  which  had  been  given  on  the 
former  occasion  was  read  over.  The  magistrate  then 
addressed  him  in  the  language  prescribed  by  the  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18 ;  but  did  not  tell  him,  as  required  by  the 
proviso,  that  he  had  nothing  to  hope  from  any  promise  of 
favour,  or  to  fear  from  any  threat. 

"6.  The  prisoner's  answer  was  taken  down.  The  solici- 
tor for  the  prosecution  then  asked  for  another  remand,  as 
the  next  day  would  be  the  last  on  which  he  could  go  before 
the  Grand  Jury  at  the  Sessions,  which  were  then  in  pro- 
gress, for  which  he  could  not  be  prepared. 

'^7.  The  prisoner  objected,  and  assigned  a  reason,  and 
being  asked  whether  he  wished  that  to  be  taken  down  as 
part  of  his  statement,  he  said  that  he  did,  and  it  was 
accordingly  written  down.  He  was  then  remanded,  and 
the  statement  was  not  signed  by  the  prisoner  or  the  magis- 
trate. The  prisoner  was  brought  before  the  magistrate 
again  on  the  31st  of  October.  No  new  witnesses  were 
examined,  nor  any  questions  put  for  the  prosecution ;  but 
an  attorney  by  whom  the  prisoner  was  then  attended,  put 
a  few  questions  to  one  of  the  witnesses  who  had  been  before 
examined.  The  evidence  was  then  read  over  and  the 
witnesses  were  then  re-sworn.  The  statement  made  by  the 
prisoner  at  the  former  examination  was  then  read  to  him ; 
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1850.  hifi  attorney  objected  to  its  being  taken  as  his  statement^ 
itE(j.t>.  because  an  addition  had  been  made  to  the  evidence  in  answer 
to  his  questions.  The  magistrate  then  again  asked  the 
prisoner,  in  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  statute,  whether 
he  wished  to  make  any  statement,  and  he  declined  doing  so. 
"8.  The  prisoner's  Counsel  objected  to  the  former 
statement  being  received;  but  I  admitted  it,  reserving 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Judges  the  proprieiy  of  so 
doing. 

^*  9.  It  was  then  read  by  the  derk,  who  took  it  down  as 
follows :  ^I  shall  say  nothing  here,  I  had  rather  say  it  at  my 
trial.'  And,  when  a  remand  had  been  asked  for,  he  ob- 
jected to  it,  and  said, '  It  is  my  intention  to  plead  guiliy  to 
the  charge.' 

'^  10.  At  the  dose  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  it  was 
objected  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the 
prisoner  had  taken  any  particular  description  of  coin,  and 
that  the  jury  could  not  with  propriety  find  him  guiHy  of 
stealing  either  one  or  the  other  in  the  alternative.  In  order 
that  this  question  might  be  considered  by  the  Judges,  I 
told  the  jury  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  the  prisoner 
had  stolen  a  sum  of  money  from  his  employers  in  their 
banking-house,  consisting  of  some  of  the  coins  mentioned 
in  the  indictment,  although  they  could  not  say  which,  they 
should  find  him  guilty. 

"11.  The  jury  found  him  guilty,  and  I  have  now  to  request 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges;  first,  whether  the  statement 
made  by  the  prisoner  was  properly  received ;  and,  secondly, 
whether  the  direction  given  to  the  jury  was  correct." 

Parry ^  for  the  prisoner.  He  would  take  the  objections 
in  the  order  reserved.  The  first  objection  was,  that  upon 
the  evidence  the  indictment  was  not  supported.  The  in- 
dictment was,  at  common  law,  for  stealing  certain  moneys 
therein  described.    It  was  not  disputed,  that  if  it  could 
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liaye  been  proved  that  any  single  coin  had  been  taken,  1850. 
the  prisoner  must  have  been  convicted ;  but  there  was  no  -req.v. 
evidence  as  to  any  spedflc  coin.  [^Cresswellj  J. — ^It  was 
found  that  some  coin  was  taken.]  He  would  so  treat  it. 
The  indictment  stated  only  silver  and  gold  coin ;  it  might 
have  been  that  copper  coin  was  stolen,  and  there  was  no 
statement  of  copper  coin  in  the  indictment.  It  is  a  general 
rule,  that  the  article  stolen  must  be  described  with  cer- 
tainty; that  role  was  not  complied  with  in  the  present 
instance.  At  common  law,  it  was  necessary  that  the 
article  stolen  should  be  strictly  laid  and  proved  as  laid.  By 
7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  48,  "  in  every  such  indictment, 
except  where  the  offence  shall  relate  to  any  chattel,  it  shall 
be  sufficient  to  allege  the  embezzlement  to  be  of  money, 
without  specifying  any  particular  coin  or  security ; "  that 
showed  that  at  common  law  it  was  necessary  to  state  the 
sort  of  coin,  and  this  Act  was  passed  to  do  away  with  such 
necessiiy  in  indictments  for  embezzlement ;  but,  even  under 
this  statute,  some  kind  of  coin  must  be  found  to  have  been 
taken.  In  Hale's  F.  G.  (a),  it  is  said,  ^^  An  indictment 
against  A.,  quod  feUmice  cepit  et  aaportavit  bona  et  catalla 
B.y  without  showing  what  in  certain,  as  scilicet  unum  equum^ 
unum  bovemy  8fc,y  is  not  good."  So  again,  ^'the  number 
of  things  stolen  must  be  expressed;  therefore  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  say  felonice  Juratm  eat  oveSj  or  columbaa 
out  of  a  dove-cote,  or  young  hawks  out  of  the  nest, 
without  expressing  their  number."  That  is,  that  it  is 
necessary  to  describe  the  article  with  certainty ;  and  it  must 
with  equal  certainty  be  proved.  [JS'rfe,  J. — ^If  ten  hawks 
stated,  would  not  proof  of  nine  do  P]  Yes,  all  he  contended 
for,  was  that  you  must  prove  one  hawk  at  least.  He  would 
put  the  ordinary  case  of  allegiag  a  sum  of  money,  as  ten 
half-crowns,  there  it  would  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  finding 
on  his  person  one  half-crown,  marked;  but  one  of  such 

(a)  Vol.  n.  p.  182. 
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1850.  coin  must  be  proved.  Here  all  that  was  proved  was  a  defi- 
rbq.  f;.  denoy  of  seventy  pounds,  and  not  any  one  coin  waa  traced 
^""**  into  the  prisoner's  possession.  [-4&fer«o»,  B. — ^If  he  had 
eaten  the  article  stolen,  you  coidd  not  trace  it  into  his  pos- 
session ;  for  instance,  a  round  of  beef  stolen  out  of  my  house.] 
Then  it  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury ;  as,  when  the  jury 
find  that  a  person  has  stolen  a  watch  from  a  room  where  it 
had  been  the  instant  before,  although  the  watch  is  not 
actually  traced  to  his  possession.  In  Arch.  Cr.  L.  {a) 
^<  money  is  described  bs  so  many  pieces  of  the  current  gold 
or  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  called,  &c.''  The  species  of  coin 
must  be  specified.  For  this  he  cited  Eex  v.  JFn/  (6).  He 
also  referred  to  Bex  v.  Forsyth {c).  [Wilder  0.  J. — ^How 
are  the  jury  to  say  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  stealing  any- 
thing on  this  count,  when  they  are  of  opinion  he  stole 
all  that  is  stated  in  the  count.]  There  was  no  evidence 
that  any  specific  coin  was  stolen.  {Cresatvelly  J. — ^Whether 
I  was  right  or  not  in  saying  there  was  no  evidence  is  im- 
material, because  I  gave  the  direction  in  order  that  the 
case  might  be  argued.  Aldersotiy  B. — ^The  substance  of 
the  direction  is,  that  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  that  the 
prisoner  had  stolen  the  moneys  stated  in  the  indictment, 
without  finding  that  he  had  stolen  any  specific  coin,  they 
were  to  find  a  verdict  of  "  Ghiilty."]  Had  the  indictment 
been  that  the  prisoner  had  stolen  a  horse  and  a  cow,  it 
woidd  not  have  been  sufficient  to  have  proved  that  he  had 
stolen  the  one  or  the  other.  [Creamellj  J. — Suppose  a 
shop  to  be  broken  into,  and  the  evidence  to  be  that  the 
prisoner  was  the  person  who  broke  in,  and  that  there  were 
in  the  shop  either  five  coats  and  six  pairs  of  breeches,  or 
six  coats  and  five  pairs  of  breeches,  eleven  in  all ;  but  it 
could  not  be  proved  which,  and  one  of  the  one  or  the  other 
was  stolen,  in  that  case  if  the  jury  were  to  find  the  prisoner 

(a)  P.  61,  10th  edit.  (*)  E.  &  R.  482. 

(0  B.  &  E.  274 ;  Axchl>old*8  Giiin.  Law,  61, 10th  ed. 
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guilty,  it  nught  be  of  stealing  an  artiole  which  was  in  fact  1850. 
not  stolen  at  all.  Aldersotij  B. — There  is  an  old  prece-  ^7"^ 
dent  in  Coke  of  a  count  for  murder  which  runs : — and  so  Bosd, 
the  jurors  aforesaid  say,  that  if  he  did  not  die  of  the  first 
blow  he  did  of  the  second :  and  if  he  did  not  die  of  the 
second  he  did  of  the  third.]  There  it  was  found  that  one  of 
the  blows  charged  was  the  cause  of  the  death.  Here  it  is 
not  found  that  he  stole  any  one  of  the  coins.  Where  an 
indictment  (a)  charged  a  prisoner  with  stealing  '^  one 
bushel  of  chaff,  one  bushel  of  oats,  and  one  bushel  of 
beans,"  and  the  evidence  was  that  the  articles  were  mixed 
together.  Bay  ley  ^  J.,  held  the  description  insufficient,  and 
said  that  it  should  have  been  a  certain  mixture,  consisting 
of  one  bushel  of  chaff,  &c.  \Alder8on^  B. — ^I  much  doubt 
that  case ;  because,  if  a  man  stole  a  glass  of  wine  in  water, 
I  should  be  loth  to  believe  that  he  did  not  steal  wine.]  It 
is  a  very  strong  case  certainly.  [AMersony  B. — Much  too 
strong.  No  doubt  some  mixtures  would  make  a  total 
alteration,  as  various  chemical  mixtures.]  Suppose  a 
piece  of  flannel  or  a  piece  of  cotton  to  be  stolen,  and  there 
being  evidence  of  that  fact  only,  and  not  as  to  either  one 
or  the  other  more  particularly,  the  prisoner  could  not  be 
convicted.  Suppose  two  persons  charged  with  committing 
an  offence,  the  act  of  one  person  only,  and  it  was  evident 
that  it  was  done  by  one  or  the  other,  and  it  could  not  be 
proved  which  had  done  it,  they  must  both  be  acquitted. 
''The  species  of  goods  must  be  proved  as  laid"  is  an 
expression  used  in  Arch.  Cr.  Law,  under  "  Larceny,"  and 
it  has  never  been  disputed  to  be  good  law.  Another  ob- 
servation is,  that  the  charge  must  be  substantially  proved ; 
the  reason  that  it  is  so,  is  that  the  prisoner  may  afterwards 
plead  autrefois  convict  or  autrefois  acquit.  Here  the 
prisoner  could  not  plead  either  the  one  or  the  other, 
because  he  would  not  know  of  what  he  was  convicted  or 

(a)  3  Chit.  Grim.  Law,  947,  u  dted  in  Azchbold's  Oxim.  Law,  for  this  case. 
£.  y.  £§ttle. 
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1850.  aoquitted,  whether  of  stealing  one  coin  or  another,  beoanse 
'telboTv.  ^®  verdict  is  general.  [Aldersony  B. — ^You  are  to  put  it 
that  the  party  is  found  guilty  of  stealing  according  to  the 
tenns  of  the  direction ;  the  only  oaae  you  can  therefore  put 
is  autrefois  attaint  or  autrefois  convict  Wightman,  J. — 
Supposing  him  to  plead  autrefois  convict^  the  question 
would  then  arise  whether  it  was  the  same  off enoe,  and  that 
fact  would  be  supplied  by  parol  evidence.]  Who  could  say 
that  he  was  found  guilty  of  stealing  any  specific  coin  as 
alleged  in  the  indictment  ?  it  would  be  impossible  for  him 
to  prove  his  plea.  [J^rfe,  J. — ^It  is  a  matter  entirely  of 
evidence.  Suppose  a  person  to  be  convicted  of  stealing  a 
ooaty  in  the  pocket  of  which  there  was  a  pocket-book ;  and 
he  is  subsequently  charged  with  stealing  the  pocket-book.] 
He  relied  upon  the  proposition,  that  it  is  necessary  to 
describe  the  article  stolen  with  deamess  and  certainly, 
that  it  must  be  proved  as  laid;  and  that  a  vague  and 
general  description  like  the  present,  no  spedflc  part  of 
which  coidd  be  proved,  was  not  sufficient;  and  that  no 
specific  article  having,  been  found  to  have  been  stolen,  no 
larceny  as  laid  in  the  iadictment  had  been  proved. 

As  to  the  reception  of  the  evidence,  he  would  call 
attention  to  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18.  There  were 
many  cases  decided  before  the  late  statute ;  but  he  meant 
to  rely  almost  entirely  upon  the  words  of  that  statute  (a). 

(a)  11  &  12  Vict.  0. 42,  s.  18.  <*  After  the  ezaminatioii  of  all  the  witnesses 
on.  the  part  of  the  prosecution  as  aforesaid  shall  have  been  completed,  the 
justice  of  the  peace  or  one  of  the  justices,  by  or  before  whom  such  examina- 
tion shall  have  been  so  completed  as  aforesaid,  shall,  without  requiring  the 
attendance  of  the  witnesses,  read,  or  cause  to  be  read,  to  the  accused,  the 
depositions  against  him,  and  shall  say  to  him  these  words,  or  words  to  the 
like  effect :  ^  Having  heard  the  eyidence,  do  you  wish  to  say  anything  in 
answer  to  the  charge  ?  You  are  not  obliged  to  say  anything  unless  you  desire 
to  do  so ;  but,  whatever  you  say  will  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  may  be 
given  in  evidence  against  you  upon  your  trial ;'  and  whatever  the  prisoner  shall 
then  say  in  answer  thereto  shall  be  taken  down  in  writing,*  and  read  over  to 

*  Schedule  (N)  to  the  statute  is,  by  the  statute,  here  referred  to,  vide  supia^ 
p.  264. 
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[^Aldersanj  B. — It  maybe  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  1850. 
apply  only  to  those  cases  where  there  has  been  a  previous  bx.q,v 
promise  or  threat,  and  that  therefore,  at  the  examination,  ^^* 
sudh  a  statement  is  to  be  made  in  order  to  do  away  with 
any  existing  impression.]  The  prisoner  was  not  cautioned, 
and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  have  stated  to  him 
that  he  had  nothing  to  hope  or  to  fear;  and  his  not  having 
done  so  excluded  the  admission  of  any  statement  made  by 
him.  The  proviso  overrules  all  the  preceding  part  of  the 
section,  and  renders  it  obligatory  on  the  magistrate  to  make 
the  statement.  But  there  is  a  second  ground  of  objection, 
that  the  magistrate  did  not  return  the  whole  of  the  state- 
ment made  by  the  prisoner.  He  only  returned  what  was 
stated  at  the  third  examination.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
magistrate  to  comply  fully  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
and  his  not  having  done  so  precluded  the  statement  from 
being  given  in  evidence.  The  only  evidence  was  that 
returned  by  the  magistrate.  In  Bex  v.  Walter  (a),  a 
magistrate  returned,  with  the  depositions  taken  before  him, 
that  the  prisonersaid,  ^^I  decline  to  say  anything;"  and  it 
was  held  that  under  those  circumstances  a  witness  for  the 


him,  and  shaU  be  signed  by  the  said  jnatice  or  justioes,  and  kept  with  the  de- 
positionB  of  the  witnesses,  and  shall  be  transmitted  with  them  as  hereinafter 
mentioned ;  and  afterwards,  upon  the  trial  of  the  said  accused  peison,  the 
same  may,  if  necessary,  be  given  in  evidence  against  him,  without  further 
proof  thereof;  unless  it  shall  be  proved  that  the  justice  or  justices  purporting 
to  sign  the  same  did  not  in  fact  sign  the  same :  Provided  always,  that  ^e  said 
justice  or  justices,  before  any  accused  person  shall  make  any  statement,  tihtLi} 
state  to  him  and  give  him  dearly  to  understand  that  he  has  nothing  to  hope 
from  any  promise  of  favour,  and  nothing  to  fear  from  any  threat  which  may 
have  been  holden  out  to  him  to  induce  him  to  make  any  admission  or  confes- 
sion of  his  guilt ;  but  that  whatever  he  shall  then  say  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence against  him  upon  his  trial,  notwithstanding  such  promise  or  threat : 
Provided  nevertheless,  that  nothing  herein  enacted  or  contained  shall  prevent 
the  prosecutor  in  any  case  from  giving  in  evidence  any  admission  or  confes- 
sion or  other  statement  of  the  person  accused  or  charged  made  at  any  time 
which  by  law  would  be  admissible  as  evidence  against  such  person." 

(a)  7  0.&P.267.: 
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1850.  proseoution  oould  not  be  allowed  to  give  evidence  of  the 
BBa.r.  terms  of  a  confession  which  he  stated  the  prisoner  made  in 
the  presence  of  the  magistrate  and  while  under  examination. 
So,  in  the  present  case,  the  evidence  which  he  objected  to 
was  matter  not  returned  bj  the  magistrate.  [^Aldersanj 
B. — ^In  Bex  v.  Walter  it  was  sought  to  give  the  matter  in 
evidence  in  order  to  contradict  the  statement  made.] 
Here  the  intermediate  statement  was  not  signed  by  the 
magistrate,  nor  by  his  clerk,  nor  by  the  prisoner  himself. 
In  Eeg,  v.  Morse  (a),  when,  on  the  examination  before  the 
magistrate  of  persons  charged  with  felony,  the  magistrate's 
clerk,  in  taking  down  the  prisoner's  statements,  had  left  a 
blank  where  either  of  the  prisoners  had  mentioned  the  name 
of  another  of  the  prisoners,  the  Judge  at  the  trial  would 
not  allow  the  blanks  to  be'  supplied  by  parol  evidence. 
That  case  shows  that  no  supplementary  evidence  ought  to 
be  received  to  alter  or  vary  the  written  docimient.  In  jB«p 
V.  Moore  (a), "  an  incidental  observation  made  by  a  prisoner 
in  the  course  of  his  examination  before  a  magistrate,  but 
which  does  not  form  a  part  of  the  judicial  inquiry  so  as  to 
make  it  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  take  it  down  in  writ- 
ing, and  which  was  not  so  taken  down,  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence against  him  at  the  trial "  (S) .  That  was  a  very  strong 
case  in  favour  of  the  view  which  he  had  taken  of  the  present 
question.  He  also  referred  to  Eex  v.  Spihbury  (c),  Reg^ 
V.  Carpenter  (cf ),  Reg.  v.  Welkr  (e),  on  which  he  also  relied. 
Muddlestone^  for  the  prisoner,  would  reverse  the  order  of 
his  learned  friend:  he  would  take  the  latter  point  first. 
He  submitted  that  the  evidence  was  perfectly  admissible. 
He  apprehended  the  right  construction  of  the  statute  to  be, 
that  if  any  previous  impression  had  been  made  on  the  mind 
of  the  party,  in  consequence  of  any  threat  or  inducement 

(a)  8  C.  &  P.  605.  (rf)  2  Cox,  Cr.  Ca,  228. 

{b)  2  Buss,  on  Crimes,  879.  \e)  2  C.  &  K.  223. 

(0  7  C.  &  P.  187. 
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held  out  to  him,  the  efieot  of  it  must  be  removed  by  the  1850. 
magistrate ;  and  then  any  subsequent  statement  might  be  b^,v. 
reoeived :  but  it  does  not  apply  where  no  previous  induoe- 
ment  has  been  held  out  to  the  party.  The  Court  would 
see  that  was  what  the  statute  contemplated ;  although,  since 
doubts  have  been  thrown  out  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done, 
the  course  adopted  iB  to  read  .to  the  prisoner  the  first  part  of 
the  statute — ^in  the  very  words — and  then  to  confuse  him  by 
explaining  them  in  such  a  way  as  the  magistrate  may  think 
fit.  The  statute  evidently  refers  to  any  previous  threat, 
the  words  are,  "may  have  been  held  out  to  him,"  so  that 
if  there  has  been  a  flireat  or  promise  the  magistrate  is  to 
explain  it  away,  but  until  it  is  shown  by  the  prisoner  that 
some  previous  threat  or  promise  has  been  made,  it  is  not 
necessary.  \CreB8wellj  J. — Here  it  was  a  statement  made 
for  the  purpose  of  being  taken  down,  and  if  the  magistrate 
does  not  take  it,  is  it  to  be  used  as  evidence  in  any  other 
way  P  It  is  obtained  as  a  statement  to  be  made  under  the 
Act ;  can  it  be  given  otherwise  in  evidence  P]  It  did  not 
appear  that  it  was  so  taken  down  at  all.  Cresstoellj  J. 
— ^It  was  taken  down,  and  the  magistrate  asked  the  pri- 
soner if  he  wished  it  to  be  taken  as  part  of  his  evidence, 
and  he  said  that  he  did.]  And  afterwards  he  repudiated 
the  statement.  If  the  Court  holds  that  a  person  is  to  get 
rid  of  a  statement  by  a  subsequent  repudiation,  it  would 
create  frequent  grievous  failures  of  justice.  Suppose  a 
man  to  conmiit  a  murder  and  to  confess  all  the  facts  before 
a  magistrate  without  any  threat  or  promise,  is  he  crfter- 
wards  to  do  away  with  the  confession  by  a  repudiation  P 
All  that  is  required  to  be  taken  down  is  what  the  prisoner 
may  say  in  answer.  In  the  present  case  it  was  an  inter- 
locutory observation  made  and  not  any  answer,  and  there- 
fore was  no  part  of  the  statement  required  to  be  tsken 
down  by  the  statute  (a).    If  that  were  so,  the  Court  would 

(a)  22.  Y.  Spilihury,  7  C.  &  P.  187,  pw  Coleridge,  J,,  188, 189. 
VOL.  I.  T 
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1850.  be  with  him,  and  hold  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
rbo.  f>.  magistrate  to  give  two  cautions,  one  mider  the  statute,  the 
other  applying  to  any  observation  the  prisoner  might  make. 
Many  cases  had  been  quoted  upon  which  it  was  not 
necessary  to  trouble  the  Court ;  but,  there  was  a  late  case 
upon  the  subject,  a  decision  by  all  the  Judges,  Rex  v. 
Harris  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was 
admissible  to  add  to  the  examination  of  a  prisoner  tciken 
before  a  magistrate.  [Alderson^  B. — The  statute  of  P.  & 
M.  (b)  only  requires  so  much  to  be  tcien  down  as  is 
necessary  to  the  charge.]  Rex  v.  Harris  goes  to  show  that 
what  the  magistrate  tikes  down  is  not  conclusive  of  the 
case,  but  that  further  parol  evidence  may  be  adduced; 
Rowland  v.  Ashhy  ((j)^  Venafra  v.  Johnson  (rf).  Leach  v. 
/Simpson  {e).  \_Ald^rsonj  B. — ^In  Rex  v.  Harris  there 
were  three  separate  charges ;  there  was  evidence  as  to  the 
prosecutor's  sheep,  and  separate  evidence  as  to  the  sheep  of 
two  other  persons.  The  evidence  applicable  to  the  latter 
cases  was  taken  down  by  the  magistrate,  but  as  to  the 
former,  it  had  been  omitted.  It  was  therefore  quite  clear 
that  the  evidence  as  to  the  prosecutor's  sheep  which  had 
been  entirely  omitted  might  be  received.  It  would  have 
formed  the  subject  of  a  separate  examination.]  It  does 
not  appear  so  in  the  report.  [Wilder  0.  J. — But  the 
report  is  quite  consistent  with  it.]  According  to  the  case, 
it  was  upon  an  inquiry  as  to  the  stealing  in  all  three  cases. 
\Wildey  0.  J. — They  were  separate  and  successive  exa- 
minations (/).]    Reg.  V.   Wilkinson  (^),  was  a  most  im- 

(a)  M.  C.  C.  338. 

lb)  1  &  2  P.  &  M.  0. 13,  and  2  &  8  P.  &  2L  c.  10;  and  see  7Geo.  IV.  c.  64. 

(c)  1  R.  &  M.  231. 

id)  1  M.  &  R.  316. 

(0  5  M.  &  W.  309;  7  Dowl.  613,  8,  C. 

(/)  Alderson,  B.,  referred  to  liifi  notes,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the 
statements  of  the  prisoners  were  not  taken  down  before  the  evidence  had  been 
heard  as  to  all  the  charges.    See  2  Phil,  on  Ev.  84,  note  *. 

(g)  8  C.  &  P.  662. 
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portant  case,  a  decision  of  two  of  the  Judges  on  this  very  1850. 
subject,  upon  a  case  all  fours  with  the  present.  He  could  r^^~^^ 
not  understand  the  meaning  of  the  last  proviso  unless  it  ^°^' 
was  to  prevent  that  section  having  operation  upon  anything 
which  would  have  been  evidence  before  the  passing  of  the 
statute.  It  left  it  to  the  magistrate  to  adopt  the  course 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  or  such  other  course  as  would 
have  made  the  matter  evidence  before  the  statute.  (Eead 
section), "  bylaw"  (a),  means  by  law,  as  in  force  at  the  time 
of  the  passing  of  this  Act.  By  the  law  before  the  passing 
of  this  Act  the  statement  would  clearly  have  been  admissible 
in  evidence ;  but  this  is  not  such  a  statement  as  the  Act 
contemplates,  it  is  an  interlocutory  observation,  and  Reg.  v. 
Spilsbury  (6)  is  a  direct  authority  for  its  admission.  Here 
the  prisoner  says  that  he  will  plead  guilty,  and  desires  that 
it  should  be  taken  down,  and  subsequently  repudiates  the 
statement.  It  is  clear  there  was  no  threat  or  inducement. 
It  therefore  comes  to  the  naked  proposition,  whether  a 
statement  made  by  a  prisoner  is  to  be  received  in  evidence. 
Suppose  the  statement  to  have  been  improperly  or  in- 
formally taken  down,  he  apprehended  that  evidence  of  the 
statement  might  still  be  given ;  for  that  he  cited  Rex  v. 
Read  (c),  Reg.  v.  Pressly  (d).  [Alderaon^  B. — ^Another 
view  may  be  taken  of  the  statute,  viz.  whether  in  any  case 
it  is  more  than  directory ;  and  then,  if  not  observed, 
the  whole  effect  of  it  is,  that  the  statement  must  be 
proved  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  that  it  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  prove  it  by  the  production  of  the  depositions 
alone.]  In  support  of  that  view  he  referred  to  the  words 
of  the  statute,  he  "«Afl//"  do  so  and  so,  and  then  he  "  w^y," 
&c.,  that  is,  that  if  a  certain  formula  has  been  adopted  then 
it  may  be  received  in  evidence ;  and  upon  reference  to  the 

(«)  Laat  proviao.  (*)  7  C.  &  P.  187. 

(c)  Moo.  &  M.  403.  {d)  6  0.  &  P.  183. 

t2 
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1850.       schedule  referred  to,  in  sect.  18  of  the  statute,  the  form  is 
■req.v.       "  i^ay  te  given  in  evidence"  (a) :  the  question  is  whether, 
except  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
Act  should  be  complied  with  at  all. 

He  then  proceeded  to  the  other  portion  of  the  case.  He 
admitted  much  that  had  been  said  on  the  other  side :  he 
admitted  that  upon  the  face  of  the  indictment  it  was 
necessary  to  state  a  charge  specifically,  and  the  reason  was 
that  the  Court  might  see  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
charge  was  a  subject-matter  of  larceny.  Applying  that 
principle  to  the  present  case,  he  contended  that  the  indict- 
ment was  good,  and  would  have  been  bad  if  it  had  stated 
that  the  sort  of  coin  was  to  the  jurors  unknown.  The 
offence  does  not  consist  in  the  coin,  or  the  chattel,  it  is  the 
taking ;  and  although  for  the  sake  of  pleading  it  is  neces-* 
sary  that  the  count  should  state  with  particularity  the  article 
stolen,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  evidence  should  be 
equally  particular.  It  might  be  said,  you  must  prove  the 
particular  coin,  you  must  prove  the  way  in  which  it  was 
taten.  If  the  particular  coin  is  to  be  traced  to  the  party, 
it  cannot  be  proved  unless  the  party  was  seen  to  take  it ; 
all  that  is  necessary  is  that  there  should  be  a  sufficient 
foundation  from  which  the  jury  may  presume  that  some- 
thing stated  in  the  indictment  was  stolen.  He  took  the 
charge  of  the  learned  Judge  as  if  it  was  a  special  verdict. 
The  jury  were  satisfied  that  the  man  stole  some  of  the 
coins ;  that  is  sufficient  for  the  indictment :  "  some  "  must 
mean  a  portion.  In  the  case  that  was  put  of  a  man  who  had 
stolen  a  coat  or  a  pair  of  breeches,  but  it  could  not  be 
proved  which,  there,  there  was  no  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  could  act.  It  is  the  taking  which  is  the  offence. 
[^Cressicell,  J. — ^It  is  the  taking  of  the  article;  you  cannot 
separate  them.    Aldersofiy  B. — ^It  must  be  a  stealing  of 

(a)  Schedule  (20»  H  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18.    See  p.  269. 
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fiomething  spedally  stated  in  the  indictment.  To  hold  this  1850. 
sufficient  would  be  to  admit  that  an  indictment  for  stealing  EEoTr] 
a  coat  or  a  pair  of  breeches  would  be  good.  If  the  word  or  '^^^ 
is  to  be  used,  then  this  finding  would  be  sufficient,  because 
the  prisoner  is  foimd  to  have  stolen  something  mentioned 
in  the  indictment;  but  what  it  is  they  do  not  know. 
Cresswelly  J, — ^If  found  guilty  of  stealing  a  coat  or  a  pair 
of  breeches,  would  you  plead  autrefois  acquit  or  autrefois 
convict .?]  Both.  [Cresstoelly  J. — A&  to  which  P  Erkj  J. 
•^In  all  cases  of  autrefois  convict^  it  ,is  a  matter  of  parol 
evidence.  Alderson^  B. — Suppose  him  to  be  found  guilty  of 
stealing  the  breeches,  and  to  be  afterwards  indicted  for 
stealing  the  coat,  could  you  plead  autrefois  convict  ?  Tou 
seem  to  have  an  idea  of  an  abstract  taking,  a  taking 
nothing.]  Can  it  be  said,  where  the  jury  are  satisfied  that 
he  took  something  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  that  he 
took  nothing  P  \Aldersony  B. — The  fedlacy  is  in  the  word 
something ;  something  may  mean  an  animal  fer<B  natures. 
Wightman^  3. — Suppose  there  were,  several  coimts;  one 
for  stealing  sovereigns,  another  half-sovereigns ;  could  he 
have  been  convicted  P  IFi'ife,  0.  J. — There  is  just  this 
difference,  that  there  they  could  not  say  what  he  had  stolen 
specifically ;  but  here  they  say  he  stole  a  portion  of  that 
which  is  included  in  one  count.  Alderson,  B. — If  we  are  to 
construe  this  by  the  indictment  and  by  the  summing  up,  we 
must  come  to  the  conclusion  of  sskjing  that  an  indictment 
charging  a  stealing  of  one  sovereign  or  one  half-sovereign 
would  be  good.]  Here  the  jury  foimd  that  he  did  steal 
some  of  the  coin,  but  they  do  not  say  how  much.  To  what 
an  absurdity  it  would  lead,  if  this  were  held  not  to  be  suf- 
ficient !  A  man  discovers  a  party  taking  something  from 
his  till,  some  money  from  a  larger  sum  which  he  has  just 
counted ;  is  the  party  to  be  acquitted  because  it  cannot  be 
ascertained  what  specific  coin  he  took  P  [  Wildcy  C.  J. — 
And  suppose  the  man  to  run  away,  and  not  himself  know 
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1850.  at  the  time  what  he  had  taken;  but  he  says  he  took 
-Rj^,^,  some  money,  but  he  does  not  know  what  coin  it  was.] 
Bond.  j^  j^g^  y^  Faulkner  {a)  the  evidence  was — \^0res9well, 
J. — ^Tou  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  evidence,  you  have 
only  to  look  to  the  case  as  stated;  we  have  only  to  con- 
sider whether  my  direction  was  right  or  wrong.]  He 
was  about  to  observe  that,  in  -Meg,  v.  FaulknsVj  there  was 
no  evidence  at  all  of  any  felony,  except  the  prisoner's  con- 
fession. There  was  no  evidence  of  any  specific  coin,  or  any 
coin  at  all  having  been  stolen,  and  the  point  there  was 
whether  the  confession  was  sufficient  evidence  without  any 
proof  of  the  loss.  That  appears  to  be  an  authority  to 
show  that  if  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  the  party  took 
some  of  the  coin  it  is  sufficient  without  any  finding  as  to 
the  particular  coin.  [  Wightman^  J. — Referred  to  the  next 
reported  case  (6).]  That  was  a  misdescription  in  the  in- 
dictment. [  Wightmauy  J. — The  only  question  there  was 
as  to  the  admission  of  evidence.]  He  could  not  put  the 
case  stronger,  than  that  the  jury  found  that  the  prisoner 
stole  some  one  thing  charged  in  the  indictment,  but  which 
they  did  not  know.  Beg.  v.  G-rove  (c)  is  an  authority  as  far 
as  it  goes.  [Alderaon^  B. — There  the  only  question  was 
whether  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  that  the 
money  had  been  taken ;  if  taken  before  it  went  into  the 
till  it  would  be  embezzlement ;  if  not,  larceny.] 

Parry y  in  reply,  referred  to  Reg.  v.  Jones  (d)  and  Reg, 
V.  Chapman  (c),  as  being  subsequent  cases  to  Reg.  v.  Grove, 
{Alderson^  B. — ^In   Reg.  v.  Orove  some   of  the  Judges 

(a)  Rnss.  &  By.  481. 

(J>)  Rex  V.  Foijy  Buss.  &  By.  482.  "An  indictment  for  stealing  10/.  in 
moneys  numbered  is  not  sofBcient ;  some  of  the  pieces  of  which  that  money 
consisted  should  be  specified." 

(0  1  Moo.  447. 

(rf)  8  C.  &  P.  288. 

{c)  1C.&K.119. 
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thought  there  was  eyidenoe,  and  some  thought  there  was      1850. 
not.]    Rowland  v.  Ashby  was  a  case  in  bankruptcy,  and      -r^,^, 
under  the  Bankrupt  Act  there  is  no  provision  like  the  pre-       ^^* 
sent ;  Leach  v.  Simpson  was  the  case  of  a  prisoner  called  upon 
when  under  duress ;  Beg.  v.  Wilkinson  was,  he  admitted,  a 
case  seriously  to  be  considered ;  Bex  v.  Bead  was  a  case 
before  a  coroner,  who  is  not  bound  by  any  statute  to  return 
any  evidence.    He  did  not  contend  that  the  statement  was 
inadmissible,  but  that  the  magistrate  should  have  taken  it 
down  la  writing  and  returned  a  subsequent  statement,  and 
by  that  the  Court  was  bound.    When  the  statement  was 
made,  it  was  contemplated  to  be  a  statement  made  under 
the  statute.     He  referred  to  Phil,  on  Ev.  (a),  where  the 
whole  of  the  matter  was  discussed  and  the  distinction 
taken. 

Aldbrson,  J.,  now  (6)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — In  this  case  two  points  were  made. .  Upon  the  first 
the  Court  have  never  entertained  any  doubt ;  that  is,  as 
to  the  admissibility  in  evidence  of  a  particular  part  of  the 
examination  of  the  prisoner.  [His  Lordship  here  stated 
the  facts  connected  with  this  point.]  The  question  then 
was  whether  the  examination  might  be  read ;  the  Court 
are  of  opinion  that  it  might,  because  all  the  necessary 
ingredients  which  the  statute  required  had  been  performed 
on  the  first  examination.  What  took  place  in  the  second 
instance  is  not  material. 

On  the  second  point  the  Court  had  some  doubt,  and  they 
are  not  now  unanimous.  The  charge  in  the  indictment  was 
that  of  stealing  seventy  pieces  of  the  current  coin  of  the  realm 
cedled  sovereigns,  one  hundred  and  forty  pieces  called  half- 
sovereigns,  and  so  going  through  all  the  denominations  of 
ooin.    And  the  evidence  was  imcertain  as  to  whether  the 

(a)  Vol.  n.  p.  83. 

{b)  Saturday,  April  27, 1850 ;  proBent,  Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. ;  Parke,  B. ; 
Alderson,  B. ;  CreesweU,  J. ;  Erie,  J. 
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1850.  money  stolen  consisted  of  a  sum  having  within  it  any,  of 
Rjjo.  V.  either  one,  of  the  coins  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  although. 
Bond.  j^  ^^^  ^^qox  that  it  had  some  of  them.  My  Brother  Cress- 
well,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  question,  told  the  jury 
"  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  the  prisoner  had  stolen  a 
sum  of  money  from  his  employers  in  their  banking-house, 
consisting  of  some  of  the  coins  mentioned  in  the  indictment, 
although  they  could  not  say  of  which  particular  species, 
they  should  find  hinn  guilty."  The  question  is  whether  that 
was  a  proper  direction  to  give,  and  the  majority  of  the 
Court  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  improper.  The  majority 
of  the  Court  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  jury  could  not 
find  the  prisoner  guilty,  unless  they  could  find  that  he  stole 
any  one  of  the  particular  coins  mentioned  in  the  indictment. 
If  the  prisoner  had  been  indicted  upon  each  coin  separately 
the  jury  must  have  acquitted,  and  the  majority  of  the  Court 
are  therefore  of  opinion,  the  verdict  must  be  for  the  prisoner, 
because  the  jury  cannot  say  that  he  stole  a  sovereign  or  a 
half-sovereign,  or  any  one  of  the  coius  mentioned.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  the  law  should  be  so.  Perhaps  it  might 
be  proper  that  the  legislature  should  make  it  sufficient  to 
state  that  the  party  had  stolen  a  sum  of  money ;  but,  until 
that  is  done,  we  must  decide  as  in  the  present  instance. 

Erle,  J, — ^I  am  of  opinion  the  conviction  was  right.  The 
indictment  was  good  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  by  the  verdict 
the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  the  crime  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment. In  the  indictment,  he  is  charged  with  stealing 
sovereigns,  half-sovereigns,  crowns,  half-crowns,  and  so  on; 
and  the  verdict  finds  that  he  did  steal,  but  they  cannot  say 
which  sort  of  coin.  They  ascertain  that  he  did  steal  some 
of  them,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  if  he  was  found  guilty  of 
stealing  any  one,  the  rest  is  immaterial.  He  is  therefore 
found  guilty  of  stealing  as  laid  in  the  indictment.  It  seems 
to  me,  that  if  this  indictment  is  not  good,  no  good  indict- 
ment could  be  drawn  to  meet  the  case,  although  the  party 
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is  guilty ;  and  if  no  indictment  could  be  framed  to  bring       1850. 
the  felon  to  justice,  tbe  law  becomes  an  absurdity.    If  the      jiea.tf, 
party  is  found  guilty  and  allowed  to  escape,  it  appears  to       ^^^* 
me,  that  it  is  the  rules  of  pleading  alone  which  allow  a 
felon  to  go  unpunished ;  and,  as  the  rules  of  pleading  are 
subsidiary  to  the  performance  of  justice,  I  think  the  party 
ought  not  to  be  acquitted. 

Judgment  for  the  prisoner. 

See  Scff,  v.  Christopher f  p.  225;  and  next  caae,  Reg,  y.  Sanefme,  p.  260. 
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OOBAK 

Lord  Campbell,  0.  J., 
Pabkb,  B., 

Eble,  J. 


Alderson,  B., 
o&bsswell,  j., 


1850. 

Saturda^f 
April  27. 

A  statement 
made  by  a  pri- 
soner before  a 
magistrate,  and 
siimed  by  the 
ZE^^gistrate  and 
the  prisoner,  is 
admissible  as 
eyid^ice  against 
the  prisoner 
npon  his  trial, 
although  the 
ma^trate 
omits  to  inform 
him  (as  in  II 
&  12  Vict.  c. 
420  that  he  has 
notiiing  to  hope 
from  any  pro- 
mise, and  no- 
thing to  fear 
from  any  threat 
which  may  have 
been  made  or 
hold  out  to  him. 


The  Queen  against  John  Sansome. 
Case  reserved  hy  the  Right  Hon.  Lord  CampbelL 

EVIDENOB  OP  PRISONER'S  STATEMENT. 

"  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me,  at  the  last  Assizes  (a) 
for  the  County  of  Nottingham,  for  the  murder  of  Elizabeth 
Bailey,  by  introducing  his  finger  into  her  womb,  with  the 
intention  of  procuring  abortion. 

"For  the  prosecution  there  was  oflEered  in  evidence  a 
declaration  made  by  him  before  the  committing  magistrate 
(in  the  annexed  form).  The  magistrate's  clerk,  who  was 
called  to  prove  it,  stated  that  when  the  prisoner  was  before 
the  magistrate,  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  being 
examined  in  his  presence,  the  metgistrate  thus  addressed 
him: — *  Having  heard  the  evidence,  do  you  wish  to  say 
anything  in  answer  to  the  charge  ?  You  are  not  obliged 
to  say  anything  unless  you  desire  to  do  so ;  but  whatever 
you  say  will  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  may  be  given 
in  evidence  against  you  upon  your  trial,'  That  the  magis- 
trate added  nothing  more;  that  the  prisoner  then  made 
the  declaration,  which  was  taken  down,  read  over  to  him, 
and  signed  by  him;  and  that  it  was  signed  by  the 
magistrate. 

"  The  prisoner's  Counsel  objected  that,  under  the  stat. 


(a)  spring  Assizes,  1850. 
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11  &  12  Yiot.  0.  42,  B.  18,  the  dedaratioii  was  not  admis-       1850. 


Bible,  as  the  magistrates  had  not  stated  *that  he  had  i^oV" 
nothing  to  hope  from  any  promise  of  favour,  and  nothing  Saksojcb. 
to  fear  from  any  threat  whioh  might  have  been  holden  out 
to  him  to  induce  him  to  make  any  admission  or  oonf  ession 
of  his  guilt ;  but  that  whatever  he  should.then  say  might  be 
given  in  evidence  upon  his  trial,  notwithstanding  such  pro- 
mise or  threat/ 

'^  I  admitted  the  declaration,  and  reserved  the  point  for 
the  Judges.  The  prisoner  was  found  guilty,  and  sentence 
was  passed  upon  him." 


"  COPY  OP  THE  DEPOSITIONS  ANNEXED. 

"  Nottinghamshire  to  wit.  John  Sansome  stands  charged 
before  the  undersigned,  one  of  her  Majesty's  Justices  of 
the  Peace  in  and  for  the  County  of  Nottingham,  this  12th 
day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849,  for  that  he, 
the  said  John  Sansome,  on  the  19th  of  April  last,  at  the 
parish  of  Ashfield,  in  the  said  County,  unlawfully  and 
feloniously  used  an  instrument  to  the  person  of  one  Eliza- 
beth Bailey,  she  then  and  there  being  with  child,  with  in- 
tent then  and  there  to  procure  the  miscarriage  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  Bailey :  and  the  said  charge  being  read  to  the 
said  John  Sansome,  and  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution, 
Richard  Soulding,  Mary  Ann  Ascroft,  Lucy  Bailey,  John 
Simon  Turner,  WOliam  Picken,  and  David  Eichardson, 
being  severally  examined  in  his  presence,  the  said  John 
Sansome  is  now  addressed  by  me  as  follows : — *  Having 
heard  the  evidence,  do  you  wish  to  say  anything  in  answer 
t^  the  charge  P  You  are  not  obliged  to  say  anything,  un- 
less you  desire  to  do  so ;  but  whatever  you  say  will  be 
taken  down  in  writing,  and  may  be  given  in  evidence 
against  you  upon  your  trial?*  Whereupon  the  said  John 
Sansome  saith  as  follows : — '  As  regards  the  charge  of  in- 


Sansoue. 
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1850.       troduoing  any  instrument,  upon  examination  I  found  it  was 
HBO.!,.       impracticable  on  account  of  the  narrowness  of  the  passages, 
and  the  apex  of  the  womb  lying  up  so  high  that  I  could 
not  reach  to  feel  it ;  in  consequence  of  that  I  withdrew  my 
finger,  and  observed,  *  Tou  will  be  all  right  now.* 

"  (Signed)  John  Sansomb. 

^^  The  above  examination  was  taken  before  me  at  Mans- 
field, in  the  said  county,  on  the  day  and  year  first  mentioned. 

"(Signed)  John  Salmond." 

Mellory  for  the  prisoner,  after  stating  the  case,  said  that 
before  proceeding  to  the  lang^uage  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
he  would  refer  to  the  state  of  the  law  before  this  statute. 
Any  confession  made  under  the  impression  of  hope  or  fear 
was  rejected,  upon  the  ground  that  the  party  under 
such  circumstances  might  say  something  that  was  preju- 
dicial to  himself.  It  was  always  decided,  that  when  the 
prisoner  was  brought  before  the  magistrate  and  was  duly 
cautioned,  the  evidence  was  admissible;  but  there  was 
much  difference  of  opinion  as  to  what  constituted  a  pro- 
per caution.  In  Hex  v.  Smith  (a),  the  prisoner  was  par- 
ticularly cautioned  by  the  magistrate,  but  it  appeared 
that  a  constable  had  previously,  by  an  inducement  held  out 
by  him,  obtained  a  confession,  and  LitikdaUj  J.,  refused  to 
allow  the  statement  to  be  put  in  evidence,  thinking  the 
caution  insufficient  to  obviate  the  effect  of  the  inducement. 
In  Rex  V.  Sexton  (6),  the  prisoner  had  made  two  state- 
ments :  the  first  was  obtained  after  giving  him  some  gin; 
the  second  before  the  committing  magistrate,  who  told  the 
prisoner  that  the  offence  affected  his  life,  and  a  confession 
might  do  him  harm ;  upon  which  he  said, "  It  is  all  true ; '* 

(a)  2  Bu8B.  833 ;  and  see  note  (»),  ib, 

\b)  1  Bum's  Just,  (by  Doyley  &  WilliamB)  1086 ;  2  Buas.  on  CnmoB,  833. 
(See  2  Stork,  on  Et.  39,  note  («).) 
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and  Besty  J.,  rejected  the  evidence.  In  JRosier^s  ease  (a),  1850. 
the  prisoner  had  been  told  by  a  constable  that  he  might  do  BEoTrT" 
himself  good  by  confessing :  he  afterwards  asked  the  magis-  6^^^^- 
trate  if  it  would  be  any  benefit  to  him  to  confess,  when  he 
was  told  by  the  magistrate  that  he  could  not  say  that  it 
would;  and  the  prisoner  then  declined  confessing:  after- 
wards, on  his  way  to  prison,  he  confessed  to  another  con- 
stable,  and  in  prison  he  again  confessed  to  another  magis- 
trate, and  the  Judges  were  unanimous  in  holding  that  the 
confessions  were  admissible  in  evidence,  on  the  ground  that 
the  magistrate's  answer  was  sufficient  to  efface  any  expecta- 
tion which  the  constable  might  have  raised.  He  stated 
these  cases  as  showing  that,  before  the  statute,  it  was  neces- 
sary to  be  acquainted  with  any  previous  statement  made  to 
the  prisoner,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  subsequent 
statement  of  the  prisoner  was  admissible,  and  the  con- 
sequence was  that  where  inducements  or  threats  had  been 
held  out,  the  prisoners  were  frequently  prevented  by  the 
magistrates  from  making  any  statement  at  all.  In  Meg. 
V.  Arnold  {b)f  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  alluding  to  the 
custom  of  warning  prisoners,  said,  *^  The  frequent  warnings 
given  to  prisoners  not  to  say  anything  that  may  criminate 
themselves  render  it  necessary  for  me  to  set  right  a  pre- 
valent error  on  this  subject,  and  to  state  what  I  conceive 
to  be  the  proper  course  of  proceeding.  A  prisoner  is  not 
to  be  entrapped  into  making  any  statement,  but  when  a 
prisoner  is  willing  to  make  a  statement  it  is  the  duty  of 
magistrates  to  receive  it;  but  magistrates  before  they  do 
so  ought  entirely  to  get  rid  of  any  impression  that  may 
have  before  been  on  the  prisoner's  mind,  that  the  statement 
may  be  used  for  his  own  benefit,  and  the  prisoner  ought 
also  to  be  told  that  what  he  thinks  fit  to  say  will  be  taken 
down  and  may  be  used  against  biin  on  his  trial."    Upon 

(a)  1  Phil,  on  Ev.  Qth  ed.  410 ;  8th  ed.  431. 
(b)  8  C.  &  P.  622. 
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.  1850.  reference  to  the  section  of  the  statute  in  question,  it  would 
Bbo.  v.  b©  found  to  import  that  which  Lord  Denman  has  laid  down 
as  a  general  rule;  and,  in  Bex  v.  Green  (a),  Gurnet/y  B., 
stated  in  substance  the  same  course  as  the  correct  mode 
of  proceeding.  By  the  statute  7  Geo.  IV.  o.  64,  s.  2,  it 
was  made  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  take  the  examina- 
tion, and  having  done  so  to  return  it  to  the  Court;  and 
although  a  difference  of  opinion  prevailed  as  to  the  manner 
of  proof,  it  was  ultimately  thought  that  it  was  sufficient, 
primd/acie^  to  prove  the  signature  of  the  magistrate;  and 
that  in  order  to  exclude  the  evidence  upon  such  proof  it 
was  necessary  for  the  other  side  to  show  that  something 
had  occurred  to  render  the  statement  inadmissible.  We 
then  have  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  the  object  of 
which  was  to  prescribe  a  particular  caution  appKcable  to  aU 
cases,  and  if  such  caution  was  given,  to  admit  the  state* 
ment  in  any  case  whatever,  and  to  prevent  the  recurrence 
of  those  questions  which  previously  arose.  This  appeared 
from  the  preamble  to  the  statute:  "Whereas  it  would 
conduce  much  to  the  improvement  of  the  administration  of 
criminal  justice  within  England  and  Wales  if  the  several 
statutes  and  parts  of  statutes  relating  to  the  duties  of  Her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  therein,  with  respect  to 
persons  charged  with  indictable  oflEences  were  consolidated, 
with  such  additions  and  alterations  as  may  be  deemed 
necessary,  and  that  such  duties  should  be  clearly  defined  by 
positive  enactment;"  that  being  the  recital  and  the  object 
of  the  statute,  he  would  call  attention  to  the  17th  sect, 
which  could  not  be  said  to  be  applicable  to  sanie 
oases  only;  it  was  applicable  to  all  oases  (6).  That 
section  prescribes  the  duty  of  the  justice  with  reference 
to  the  examination  of  the  witnesses.    Sect.  18,  is  that 

(a)  5  C.  &  P.  312. 

(b)  11  &  12  Yiot.  c.  42,  B.  17.    And  be  it  enacted,  that  in  all  cases  where 
Buy  person  shaU  appear  or  bo  brought  before  any  justice,  &c. 
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upon  whioli  tliis  case  turns.  Before  oonfiidering  that,  1850. 
it  is  desirable  to  state  that  the  former  statute,  7  Geo.  TV.  rj-q.  <,. 
0.  64,  is,  by  s.  34,  repealed,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this  Saijboicb. 
subject.  The  only  matters  therefore  to  be  considered  are 
the  common  law  and  the  construction  of  this  statute  (a). 
Supposiiig  the  section  to  have  stopped  before  the  words 
"  provided  always,"  it  might  have  been  contended  that  the 
depositions  alone  would  have  been  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
statement  made  by  the  prisoner,  without  any  proof  of  the 
signature  of  the  justice,  and  that  this  was  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  in  passing  the  Act ;  but  coupling  that  with  the 
proviso,  which  is  part  of  the  same  section,  it  appears  evidently 
intended,  that  altcaya  before  the  accused  shall  make  any 
statement,  the  justice  shall  give  him  clearly  to  understand 
that  he  has  nothing  to  hope  or  to  fear  from  any  promise  or 
threat  held  out  to  him.  Is  the  effect  of  the  proviso  to 
withdraw  from  the  preceding  clause  something  or  other,  or 
to  limit  it,  or  to  give  a  condition  precedent,  or  does  it  add 
something  to  the  duty  of  the  justices?  The  Act  was 
intended  to  operate  as  a  protection  to  the  prisoner  against 
any  inducement  whatever,  which  might  by  any  person  have 
been  held  out  to  him.  It  was  intended  that  in  no  case 
should  the  justices  take  the  statement  without  this  form. 
He  could  not  conceive  language  more  calculated  to  make 
this  a  condition  precedent.  The  statute  appeared  to  be 
based  upon  that  principle ;  whereas,  before  the  statute,  in 
order  to  admit  the  statement,  it  was  necessary  to  warn  the 
prisoner  before  he  said  anything  in  cases  only  where  there 
had  been  a  previous  inducement  held  out  to  him ;  and  as 
that  fact  was  not  always  ascertained,  in  order  that  no 
question  might  arise  upon  which  the  evidence  might  be 
excluded,  the  statute  required  this  caution  to  be  given  in 
all  cases,  so  that  afterwards  the  statement  might  be  given 
in  evidence  whether  any  inducement  had  been  held  out  or 

(ff)  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  8. 18. 
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1850.  not.  What  is  the  proviso  for  P  Is  it  to  be  contended  that 
Raa.  f».  ^^  ^®  magistrate  does  not  perform  his  duty  the  evidence  is 
nevertheless  to  be  received  against  the  prisoner,  throwing 
the  onus  of  proof  upon  him  P  The  object  was  not  merely  to 
facilitate  proof  but  to  define  the  duties  of  the  justices,  and 
by  positive  enactment  to  prescribe  the  exact  form  of 
caution  that  should  be  used.  Then  we  have  the  next  pro- 
viso (a),  which  means,  that  as  the  legislature  were  thcA 
defining  the  duties  of  justices,  they  left  the  law  of  evidence 
as  it  stood  before,  and  for  this  there  was  great  reason. 
[AlderaoHy  B. — The  words  are  "  at  any  time,"  not  at  any 
other  time,  embracing  the  time  when  before  the  magistrate 
and  when  he  signs  the  declaration.  Lord  Campbellj  C.  J« 
— ^Tour  argument  is  that  the  statute  was  intended  to 
benefit  the  prisoner,  whereas  it  was,  in  fact,  to  facilitate 
justice.]  He  contended  that  it  was  for  the  advancement 
of  justice :  it  was  in  order  that  the  admission  should  be 
received  as  evidence,  notwithstanding  a  previous  induce* 
ment ;  whereas,  under  the  old  law,  it  was  too  frequently  the 
case  that  the  prisoner  escaped  by  reason  of  questions 
arising  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence.  It  is  much 
more  consistent  with  the  genius  of  our  law  that  the  pri- 
soner should  be  admonished,  in  order  that  he  should  not, 
when  oppressed  by  the  calamity  of  his  situation,  be  induced 
by  a  feeling  of  hope  or  fear  to  state  something  that  is  not 
true,  and  which  might  operate  to  his  prejudice  (J),  [Lord 
Campbellj  C.  J. — Here  is  a  declaration  signed  by  the  pri- 
soner. Why  is  not  that  admissible  P]  Because  it  purports  to 
be  taken  under  the  statute,  and  is  not.  It  was  always  the 
duty  of  the  magistrate  to  propose  to  the  prisoner  that  he 
should  sign.  lAlderaoHf  B. — ^Upon  the  face  of  it,  it 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  under  the  statute.  JSrle^ 
J. — The  transmission  to  the  Judge  is  the  condition  pre- 

(a)  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  42,  s.  18 ;  see  p.  248. 
(b)  See  Phil,  on  Ey.  423. 
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cedent  to  its  adnuBsion  by  him.]   He  argued  upon  the  sup-       1850. 
position  that  before  the  signature  was  taken  the  admission       B,Ba.v, 
might  have  been  given  in  evidence.      [ParA^,  B. — ^The     Sanboice. 
question  really  is, — ^Is  this  a  condition  precedent  P]    He 
contended  that  it  was  so.   Before  the  statute  it  was  optional ; 
but  now,  it  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  admission  of 
the  statement  in  evidence,  that  such  caution  should  have 
been  given.  There  are  only  two  cases  to  be  met  with  upon 
the  subject ;  the  one  Beg.  v.  Kimher  (a),  where  Coleridge, 
J.,  after  consulting  with  Oresswell,  J.,  scud  that  they  were 
both  inclined  to  think  that  the  proviso  was  a  condition  pre- 
cedent ;  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  that  it  had 
been  acted  upon,  the  statement  was  not  receivable  in  evi- 
dence.   The  present  was  a  stronger  case,  because  it  did 
here  appear  that  the  caution  had  not  been  given.    The 
other  case  was  Reg.  v.  Steele  (J),  before  Erie,  J.    That  case 
also  was  consistent  with  his  argument.     \JErky  J. — It  was 
understood  to  be  a  direct  decision  against  it.]    That  a  con- 
dition precedent  may  be  by  proviso,  and  that  this  is  such 
a  condition,  would  appear  from  the  case  of  Tlie  Mayor ^  Al- 
dermen^ and  Burgesses  of  Salford  v.  Ackers  (c) ;  that  was 
a  decision  upon  the  11  Geo.  IV.  c.  viii.  ss.  82, 83  (a  Paving 
Act).   The  82nd  sect,  gives  power  to  certain  commissioners 
to  do  certain  acts;  the  83rd  sect,  provides  "that  before 
they  shall  '*  do  so,  they  shall  give  notice,  &c. ;  and  the 
question  there  was,  whether  the  giving  notice  was  a  condi- 
tion precedent :  and  Bolfe,  B.,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  after  referring  to  the  operation  of  the  two  sections, 
said,  "This  clearly  makes  the  giving  the  notice  a  condition 
precedent,  without  a  compliance  with  which,  no  right  of 
action  can  arise."    The  language  of  the  proviso  in  that 

(a)  Cox,  Grim.  Law  Ca.  223. 

{b)  Just,  of  Peace,  606.    (Sept.  22^  1849.) 

{e)  16M.&W.  86;  6^.  (7.,  16 L.  J. 6^  Ex< 
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1850.  case  is  precisely  the  same  as  in  tlie  present.  There  it  is 
BeoTt!  "provided  that  before  the  said  oommissioners  shall,"  Ac. ; 
here,  "provided  the  justices,  before  such  accused  person 
shall  make  any  statement,  shall  state  to  liim,"  &o.  It  is 
very  difficult  to  draw  any  distinction  between  these  two 
cases.  He  would  observe,  in  conclusion,  that  if  his  argu- 
ment was  incorrect,  the  statute  would  still  leave  open  all 
that  inconvenience  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  Legisla- 
ture to  put  an  end  to.  The  statute  enjoins  the  duty  in 
all  cases  J  because  it  was  intended  in  all  cases  to  get  lid  of 
those  questions  of  admissibility,  which  in  too  many  cases 
defeated  the  operation  of  Criminal  Justice. 
Befmouj  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the 
objection  is  unfounded.  I  reserved  the  point,  not  from  any 
doubt  I  entertained,  but  because  the  point  was  important, 
and  doubts  had  been  raised  which  it  was  desirable  should 
be  settled.  Li  this  case  not  only  is  the  signature  of  the 
magistrate  proved,  but  also  the  signature  of  the  prisoner, 
he  having  heard  the  whole  statement  read  over.  The 
statement  was  therefore  admissible  at  common  law,  unless 
there  is  something  in  the  statute  to  render  it  inadmissible. 
[His  lordship  referred  to  the  section  of  the  statute  (a).] 
Here  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  promise  or  threat,  and 
therefore  there  was  no  necessity  for  showing  that  any  cau- 
tion in  reference  to  such  matter  was  given  to  the  prisoner. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  giving  that  caution  is  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  and  that  the  statute,  in  reference  to  that 
point,  is  merely  directory.  If  the  magistrate  does  neglect 
his  duty,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  evidence  is  not 
admissible.    Looking  to  the  schedule,  I  find  the  form 

(a)  See  p.  248,  note. 
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such  as  is  here  adopted  (a).    Whether  the  first  caution  pro-       1850. 
Tided  by  the  statute,  and  inserted  in  the  schedule,  may  be  a       -Rsa.v. 
condition  precedent,  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  decide ;  the     ^^^^oxb. 
second  clearly  is  not. 

Pabee  and  Alderson^  BB.,  Cbssswell  and  Erle,  JJ.^ 
oonouired. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  11  &  12  Yict.  0.  42,  sohedule  (N). 

Statement  fif  the  Aeeueed. 

I       A,jB,  standB  charged  before  the  nndarsigned,  [one]  of  her  majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  [count  t/]  aforesaid,  this  day  of 

the  year  of  onr  Lord  for  that  he  the  said  ^.  i?.  on  at  [^e.,  as 

in  the  caption  of  the  depositions']  ;  and  the  said  charge  being  read  to  the  said 
A,  B.,  and  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  (7.  D.  and  E.  F.y  being  severally 
examined  in  his  presence,  the  said  ^.  j9.  is  now  addressed  by  me  as  follows : — 
"  Having  heard  the  evidence,  do  yon  wish  to  say  anything  in  answer  to  the 
charge?  Ton  are  not  obliged  to  say  anything  unless  you  desire  to  do  so ;  but 
whatever  you  say  will  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  maybe  given  in  evidence 
against  you  ui)on  your  trial; "  whereupon  the  said  A,  B.  saith  as  follows : — 
[Here  state  whatever  the  prisoner  may  say,  and  in  his  very  words  as  nearly 
as  possible.    Get  him  to  sign  it  if  he  will,] 

Taken  before  me,  at  the  day  and  year  fint  above  mentioned. 

A.B. 
J.S. 
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1850. 

Saturday^ 
April  27  (a). 

Obtaiiuiiga 
gift  of  money 
by  means  of 
false  state- 
ments, is  ob- 
taining money 
by  false  pre- 
tences within 
the  meaning  of 
the  statute?  & 
8  Geo.  IV.  c. 
29,  8.  63. 

The  prisoner 
obtained  money 
by  false  pre- 
tences ;  it  was 
forwarded  by 
post  as  request- 
ed by  him. 
Held,  that  he 
constituted  the 
post-master, 
where  the  letter 
was  posted,  his 
agent  for  tne 
receipt  of  the 
money,  and 
was  therefore 
properly  in- 
dictidd  in  the 
county  in  which 
such  post-office 
was  situated. 


The  Queen  against  John  Thomas  Simpson  Jones. 

FALSE  PEETENCES— VENUE.      • 

"John  Thomas  Simpson  Jones  was  indicted (6)  for 
obtaining  by  false  pretences  a  post-office  order  for  tbe  pay- 
ment of  3/.,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  John  CoUingridge, 
with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  of  the  same ;  and,  in 
other  counts,  for  obtaining  a  5/.  bank  note,  and  two  pieces 
of  paper,  to  wit,  two  halves  of  a  5/.  bank  note  of  the  value 
of  Is,,  of  the  goods,  chattels,  and  moneys  of  the  said  John 
CoUingridge,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  thereof. 

"  It  was  proved  in  evidence  that  the  prosecutor  resided 
at  Sunbury  in  Middlesex,  having  a  house  also  in  Bath ;  but 
that  at  the  time  of  his  receiving  the  letter  hereinafter  first 
mentioned  he  was  at  his  house  at  Sunbury,  and  the  pri- 
soner at  Yauxhall  Boad  in  the  same  county;  and  with 
respect  to  the  first  charge  that  the  prisoner  wrote  at  his 
residence  the  letter  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy,  with 
intent  to  defraud  the  prosecutor,  and  assuming  a  name  to 
which  he  had  no  right,  viz.  that  of  Dr.  Scott,  subscribed 
to  the  letter : — 


" '  Qravesend,  July  30th,  1849.  Sir,— Permit  me  to 
address  you  in  a  case  of  charity,  at  the  earnest  entreaty  of 
James  Brewer,  a  young  man  whom  you  have  been  very 
kind  to  upon  several  occasions,  and  some  months  ago  you 

(a)  This  case  came  before  this  Court  on  Friday,  Feb.  1,  (the  first  day  after 
Hilary  Term  last,— present,  Wilde,  C.  J. ;  Alderson,  B. ;  Maule,  J. ;  Wi^t- 
man,  J. ;  and  Williams,  J.)  ; — but  being  incomplete,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not 
state  where  the  letter  was  receiyed  by  the  prosecutor,  the  Court  directed  that 
the  case  should  be  sent  back  to  be  amended.  Alderson,  B.,  then  observed  that 
the  case  properly  belonged  to  the  next  rota,  as  it  had  arisen  since  the  Court 
began  to  sit. 

{b)  At  the  Clerkenwell  Sessions. 


Joinis. 
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gave  him  1/.  Ss.  to  take  him  to  Leamington;  he  was  1850. 
ordered  here  for  the  benefit  of  sea-bathing,  but  the  air  Bxa.v. 
being  too  keen  for  his  delicate  frame  he  has  been  advised 
to  endeavour  to  gaui  admission  to  the  Consumption  Hos- 
pital, Brompton,  near  London ;  he  is  in  very  distressed  cir- 
cumstances, and  has  no  means  of  paying  the  fees  of  that 
institution,  and  is  also  indebted  here  to  his  landlady  for 
board,  &o.  Your  kindness  to  him  before  induces  him  to 
hope  that  you  might  once  more,  and  for  the  leust  time, 
render  him  some  little  assistance  to  enable  him  to  make  up 
fifty  shillings,  all  that  he  is  deficient  of;  I  have  taken  more 
than  usual  interest  in  his  cajse,  having  given  him  some 
linen,  and  1/.  lOs,  in  cash,  which  is  as  much  as  my  limited 
means  will  admit  me  to  do.  The  sad  intelligence  of  a 
death  in  my  family  obUges  me  to  leave  home  in  a  few  hours 
for  Scotland,  and  will  be  absent  some  weeks,  therefore  you 
will  be  pleased  to  return  an  answer  to  the  poor  youth  him- 
self, along  with  the  enclosure,  which  is  of  importance  to 
him,  addressed,  James  Brewer,  Post  Office,  Ghravesend, 
Kent,  to  be  left  till  called  for ;  and  I  have  instructed  Miss 
Scott  (my  sister)  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  for  him. 
Trusting  the  motive  which  actuates  me  complying  with  the 
request  will  be  deemed  an  apology. 

"a  am.  Sir, 
"  *Tour  obedient  servant, 

"*JohnH.  Scott,  M.D. 
"  *To  John  Collingridge,  Esq.,  Bath.' 

and  delivered  the  same  to  an  accomplice  at  his  residence  in 
Middlesex,  with  instructions  to  put  it  in  the  post-office  at 
Qravesend,  to  be  there  posted ;  that  the  same  was  posted 
accordingly  and  duly  received  by  the  prosecutor  in  Middle- 
sex, it  having  been  forwarded  from  Bath,  in  the  county  of 
Somerset,  to  him  at  Sunbury,  and  he  thereupon  believing 
the  said  story  told  in  the  letter  to  be  true,  and  that  it  had 
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1860.  been  "written  by  a  Doctor  Scott,  obtained  a  post-office 
hbo.  t;.  order  at  Sunbury  for  the  sum  of  3/.,  as  laid  in  the  indict- 
ment, in  favour  of  James  Brewer,  and  having  enclosed  the 
same  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  James  Brewer,  Post 
Office,  Gfravesend,  Kent,  put  it  into  the  Sunbniy  post-office, 
where  it  was  transmitted  by  course  of  post  to  Gfravesend  in 
the  county  of  Kent,  and  there  received  by  the  accomplice 
(under  the  prisoner's  instructions),  who  got  the  money  for 
the  order  and  gave  half  the  proceeds  to  the  prisoner  at  his 
residence  in  Yauxhall  £oad,  keeping  the  other  half  him- 
self. The  pretences  were  each  and  every  of  them  false,  to 
the  prisoner's  knowledge,  and  the  letter  was  written  with 
intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  prosecutor,  and  obtain 
money  from  him,  and  the  name  of  Scott  was  assumed  for 
that  purpose. 

"  With  respect  to  the  second  charge;  it  was  proved  that 
the  prisoner  wrote  and  posted  the  following  letter  irom 
Bath:— 

"  *  Bath,  August  6th,  1849.  Sir, — ^It  is  a  most  unusual 
thing  for  me  to  address  an  individual  to  whom  I  am  an 
entire  stranger,  but  circumstances  over  which  I  have  no 
control  almost  compel  me  to  make  my  present  situation 
known,  and  having  received  this  morning  a  note  from  Dr. 
Harrison,  who  was  an  early  friend  of  my  late  father  the 
Rev.  W.  0.  Collingridge  of  Newcastle,  intimating  that  a 
namesake  of  mine  was  residing  at  Bath,  and  xmder  an 
impression,  (as  our  name  is  by  no  means  common,)  I  have 
ventured  to  address  you,  thinking  you  might  spring  from 
the  Northumberland  family  of  the  Collingridges.  I  know  of 
no  relations  in  the  world  living  bearing  my  name,  except- 
ing an  only  brother  now  living  in  Hexham,  and  several 
sisters  married,  who,  of  course,  do  not  take  the  same  now. 
I  have  been  bred  to  mercantile  pursuits  of  commerce,  and 
for  many  years  resided  at  Cape  St.  Mary's,  Eiver  Gambia, 
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western  ooast  of  Afrioa,  when  I  lost  in  one  night,  by  the  1850. 
upsetting  of  a  shallop  or  small-decked  vessel,  at  the  mouth  bsx^.v, 
of  the  river  Nunc,  the  entire  savings  of  many  years  of 
industrious  but  laborious  toil,  amounting  to  2750/.  in  one 
of  the  most  unhealthy  cUmates  in  the  world ;  and,  what  is 
worse  than  the  mere  loss  of  wealth,  the  burning  heat  of  the 
torrid  zone  has  so  injured  my  constitution,  that,  at  the 
early  age  of  34, 1  have  been  compelled  to  relinquish  a  good 
situation  which  required  some  activity.  Since  my  return 
to  England,  I  have  for  some  time  past  been  endeavouring 
to  obtain  a  situation  in  some  of  the  milder  West  India 
Islands,  Madeira,  or  the  south  of  Europe,  with  a  view  of 
establishing  my  health ;  but  all  endeavours  have  proved 
unavailing.  The  medical  profession  have  recommended  me 
to  try  the  benefit  of  the  Bath  waters,  but  I  am  sorry  to  say 
I  have  found  no  benefit ;  my  funds  are  almost,  nay,  I  may 
say  wholly  expended,  and  I  have  not  one  single  friend  here 
to  whom  I  may  appeal  to  in  confidence.  Upon  beginniug  to 
write  this  it  was  my  intention  to  have  asked  you  to  advance 
me  a  small  sum  as  a  loan,  that  is  if  you  had  any  knowledge 
of  our  family  in  the  north ;  but  I  wiU  refrain  from  asking 
that  favour,  for  if  you  oblige  me  with  a  loan  I  have  no 
prospect  in  the  world  of  repaying  at  present,  and  if  it  is  in 
your  power  to  assist  a  ruined  merchant  in  ill  health  I  will 
feel  truly  grateful :  it  must  be  as  a  gift,  for  from  the  tenor 
of  my  brother's  letter  it  appears  his  means  are  limited,  and 
I  have  no  prospect  there  except  casual  assistance.  Bead 
his  letter,  and  you  will  see  his  position  and  mine :  he  sent 
me  51.  in  June,  and  having  an  aged  mother  to  maintain 
and  a  large  family,  upon  his  small  practice  (being  by  profes- 
sion a  surgeon),  I  really  cannot  summon  resolution  to  apply 
to  him,  at  least  for  a  time.  The  enclosed  letter  you  will  be 
pleased  to  return  to  me,  as  also  which  you  will  perceive  is 
signed  by  the  Archbishop  of  York,  (signed  Ebor,)  I  pre- 
sume the  Latin  name  for  that  dty,  and  as  I  am  invited  to 
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1850.       spend  a  day  with  a  family  in  Chippenhani,  some  twelve 
Beg.  ».      miles  distant,  you  will  be  pleased  to  return  them  to  me 
there,  addressed  as  below. 

^^'I  am  a  poor  one,  Mr.  CoUingridge,  to  press  for  a 
favour ;  I  have  always  through  life  been  placed  above  it,  and 
my  distresses  are  not  the  less,  or  the  privations  which  I 
have  undergone,  and  now  silenily  imdergoing,  are  not  the 
less  keen,  because  I  do  not  enlarge  upon  them ;  but,  as  I 
have  addressed  you  in  confidence,  I  will  here  state  that  if 
you  can  render  me  any  pecuniary  assistance,  without 
injury  to  those  who  may  have  strong  claims  upon  you,  and 
equally  necessitous,  I  will  be  for  ever  grateful  for  the  least 
aid.  An  early  answer  will  oblige.  And  I  may  here  mention, 
it  was  your  domestic  in  Pulteney  Street  who  gave  me  your 
address,  having  called  this  morning  in  the  hope  of  seeing 
you  personally,  wishing  you,  sir,  a  long  enjoyment  of  peace 
and  tranquillity, 

"  *  I  remain,  Sir, 
"  *  Tour  obedient  servant, 

"  *  John  Henby  Collingridgk. 
" '  Address  Mr.  J.  H.  CoUingridge,  (to  be  called  for,) 
late  from  Africa,  the  Post  Office,  Chippenham,  WUts.    To 
John  CoUingridge,  Esq.,  (of  Bath,)  Sunbury  Villa,  Sun- 
bury,  Middlesex.    J.  H.  C 

"  That  it  was  received  at  Sunbury  by  the  prosecutor,  who 
thereupon  believing  its  contents  to  be  true,  and  that  it  was 
written  by  a  person  bearing  the  name  of  J.  H.  CoUing- 
ridge, enclosed  one  half  of  a  5/.  note  in  a  letter  addressed 
*  Mr.  J.  H.  CoUingridge,  (to  be  caUed  for,)  late  from  Africa, 
Post  Office,  Chippenham,  WUts,'  and  forwarded  it  by  post 
from  Sunbury  to  Chippenham  in  the  county  of  WUts, 
where  it  was  received  by  the  prisoner,  who  thereupon 
requested  the  prosecutor  by  letter  to  forward  the  second 
half  of  the  note  by  post  to  his  residence  in  Middlesex,  and 
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which  the  proeeoutor,  who  was  then  still  at  Sunbmy  and  1850. 
wrote  from  thenoe,-aocordingly  did,  and  the  prisoner  re-  ^^"^ 
oeived  it  there,  and  by  letter  duly  acknowledged  the 
receipt  of  such  half -note  there.  The  letter  was  written  by 
the  prisoner  himself  with  intent  to  defraud  the  prosecutor 
of  his  money,  and  he  knew  the  contents  to  be  false,  assum- 
ing for  the  purpose  of  such  fraud  the  name  of  John  Henry 
Collingridge,  to  which  he  was  not  and  never  had  been 
entitled. 

"  Three  points  were  taken  by  the  prisoner's  Counsel  as  to 
both  charges. 

"  I.  That  neither  of  them  were  offences  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute :  that  the  post-office  order  and  the  51. 
note  were  mere  voluntary  gifts ;  and  that  the  statute  did 
not  apply  to  mere  voluntary  gifts. 

"  n.  As  to  the  first  charge — ^that  the  same,  if  triable  any- 
where, was  only  triable  in  the  coimty  in  which  the  post- 
office  order  was  received,  and  that  it  was  received  in  the 
county  of  Kent. 

'*  in.  As  to  the  second  charge — that  one  half  of  the  bank 
note  having  been  received  in  Wiltshire  and  the  other  half 
in  Middlesex,  the  bank  note  was  not  received  in  Middlesex ; 
and  that  with  respect  to  the  charge  of  obtaining  two  pieces 
of  paper,  to  wit,  two  halves  of  a  Bank  of  England  note, 
value  Is.,  the  same  constituted  no  offence,  because  the 
halves  were  of  themselves  and  as  distinct  from  each  other 
valueless. 

"  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 

"John  Adams, 

"  Jan.  25<A,  1850.  Assistant  Judge." 

No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Phintiy  for  the  prosecution. — ^As  to  the  objection,  that 
this  was  not  an  offence  within  the  statute,  it  was  remark- 
able that  the  first  statute  upon  this  subject  almost  directly 
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1850.  met  this  case.  The  stat.  33  Hen.  YIII.  c.  1,  Ib  an  Acfc 
]aB(j.  I,.  "  against  them  that  counterfeit  letters  or  privy  tokens  to 
JoMBB.  receive  money  or  goods  in  other  men's  names."  This  is  a 
counterfeit  letter  in  another  man's  name.  The  next  sta- 
tute is  30  Greo.  11.  c.  24,  s.  1 ;  and  then  we  have  the  stat. 
7  &  8  Gfeo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  63,  which  repeats  the  very  words 
used  in  the  stat.  30  Geo.  II.  Upon  the  construction  to  be 
put  upon  those  statutes,  he  would  submit  that  any  false 
pretence  of  any  existing  fact  made  with  an  intent  to 
deceive  was  an  ofEence  within  the  statute.  He  then  re- 
ferred to  the  judgment  of  Lord  Kenyon,  0.  J.,  in  Young  v. 
The  King  (a),  Bex  v.  Villeneuve  (6).  There  was  also  the 
case  of  Rex  v.    Crossley  {c).      [^Cressmlly  J. — ^The  real 


(a)  3  T.  B.  102.  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  that,  "  when  the  30  Greo.  II.  c. 
24,  was  passed,  it  was  considered  to  extend  to  every  case  where  a  party  had  ob- 
tained money  by  falsely  pretending,  himself,  to  be  in  a  situation  in  which  he  was 
not ;  or  any  occurrence  that  had  not  happened,  to  whichpeisons  of  ordinary  cau- 
tion might  give  credit.  The  statute  33  Hen.  YIII.  c.  1,  requires  a  false  seal 
or  token  to  be  used,  in  order  to  bring  the  person  imposed  upon  into  the  confi- 
dence of  the  other ;  but  that  being  found  to  be  insufficient,  the  statute  30  Geo. 
n.  c.  24,  introduced  another  offence,  describing  it  in  terms  extremely  general. 
It  seems  difficult  to  draw  the  line  and  to  say  to  what  cases  this  statute  shall 
extend,  and  therefore  we  must  see  whether  each  particular  case  as  it  arises 
comes  within  it."  His  Lordship  then  adverted  to  the  facts  of  that  case ; — 
that  four  men  went  to  the  prosecutor,  representing  certain  circumstances  as 
about  to  take  place ;  that  one  William  Lewis  should  go  a  certain  distance 
within  a  limited  time ;  that  they  had  betted  upon  the  event,  and  should 
probably  win ;  that  the  prosecutor  was,  perhaps,  too  credulous  and  gave 
confidence  to  them,  and  advanced  his  money ;  and  afterwards  the  whole  story 
proved  to  be  an  absolute  fiction.  His  Lordship  then  went  on  to  observe — 
^*  Then  the  defendants,  morally  speaking,  have  been  guilty  of  an  offence.  I 
admit  that  there  are  certain  irregularities  which  are  not  the  subjects  of  criminal 
law ;  but  when  the  criminal  law  happens  to  be  auxiliary  to  the  law  of  morality, 
I  do  not  feel  any  inclination  to  explain  it  away.  Now  this  offence  is  within 
the  words  of  the  Act ;  for  the  defendants  have,  by  false  pretences,  fraudulently 
contrived  to  obtain  money  from  the  prosecutor,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  be  held  to  be  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute." 

(A)  Cited  by  Buller,  J.,  in  Young  v.  The  King,  3  T.  E.  104. 

{c)  2  M.  &  R.  17.  That  was  an  indictment  under  the  stat.  7  &  8  Gheo.  lY. 
c.  29,  s.  53,  and  Patteson,  J. ,  there  said,  *  *  The  words  of  this  act  are  very  general, 
and  I  do  not  think  I  can  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury.  If  they  are 
satisfied  that  the  prisoner  fraudulently  obtained  the  300/.  from  the  prosecutor 
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question  axising  there  was  whether  the  money  was  ob-  1850. 
tained  from  a  supposed  existing  fact,  or  from  the  promise  j^^  ^ 
to  pay  it.]  It  had  occurred  to  him,  it  might  be  said,  that  Jones. 
inasmuch  as  the  stat.  5  Qeo.  lY.  c.  83,  s.  4  (a),  had  made 
this  a  substantive  offence,  by  enacting  that  ^'  every  person 
going  about  as  a  gatherer  or  collector  of  alms,  or  en- 
deavouring to  procure  charitable  contributions  of  any 
nature  or  kind,  under  any  false  or  fraudulent  pretence," 
should  be  deemed  a  rogue  and  vagabond,  and  punished  as 
directed  in  sect.  3  of  that  statute,  the  prisoner  should  have 
been  proceeded  against  in  conformity  with  that  section ; 
but  then  it  might  be  argued  that  endeavouring  to  procure 
was  not  procuring.  Lord  Coke  (6)  cites  the  case  of  a 
person  who  had  induced  another  to  maim  him  that  he 
might  have  the  more  colour  to  beg,  and  both  of  them  were 
indicted  and  fined.  There  was  also  another  case  much 
akin  to  the  present,  in  which  this  objection  was  not  taken 

by  a  deliberate  f alsehoodi  averring  that  he  had  all  the  funds  required  to  take 
tip  the  bill  except  300/.,  when  in  fact  he  knew  that  he  had  not,  and  meaning 
all  the  time  to  apply  the  300/.  to  his  own  purposes,  and  not  to  take  up  the 
bill,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  jury  ought  to  convict  the  prisoner."  «  «  «  • 
'*  Then  as  to  the  money  being  advanced  by  the  prosecutor  only  as  a  loan;  the 
terms  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  embrace  every  mode  of  obtaining  money  by 
false  pretences,  by  loan  as  well  as  by  transfer.  If  the  Legislature  meant  to 
use  the  term  in  a  more  limited  sense,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  they  have  not 
used  language  which  can  fairly  have  that  effect.*' 

ViUeneuve'a  ease^  cited  by  Buller,  J.,  in  Young  y.  2!^  King,  3  T.  B.  lOi, 
was  the  case  of  a  loan. 

(a)  The  Vagrants'  Act. 

{b)  1  Inst.  127  b.  Lord  Coke  cited  that  case,  after  observing  that  "  the 
life  and  members  of  every  subject  are  under  the  safeguard  and  protection  of 
the  king ;  for,  as  Bracton  (lib.  i.  f ol.  6)  saith.  Vita  et  membra  sunt  in  potes^ 
tote  regis.  And  therewith  agreeth  a  notable  record,  Fasch.  19,  Ed.  1,  coram 
Jiege,  Bot.  36,  Northt.  :  Vita  et  membra  sunt  in  manu  regis,  to  the  end  that 
they  may  serve  the  king  and  their  countrie  when  occasion  shall  be  offered. 
Nay,  the  lord  of  the  villeine,  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  cannot  mayheme  the 
villeine,  but  the  king  shaU  punish  him  for  mayheming  of  his  subject,  (for  that 
hereby  he  hath  disabled  him  to  do  the  king  service,)  by  fine,  ransome,  and 
imprisonment,  until  the  fine  and  ransome  be  paid.'' 


JONSS. 
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1850.       — the  case  of  Joseph  Ady  (a).    [Lord  Campbell^  0.  J. — 
B,m,v.      W®  hsiYe  no  doubt  this  is  obtaining  money  by  false  pre- 
tences within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.] 

Then  as  to  the  next  point — ^the  venue.  [Ald^r^on^  B. — 
By  putting  the  letter  in  the  post  the  post-master  is  the 
agent  for  the  purpose  of  receiving.]  That  was  what  he 
intended  to  contend.  [Lord  Campbell^  0.  J. — Was  it  not 
a  receiving  in  Middlesex  when  the  post-master  there 
received  it  for  him  P]  All  that  he  had  to  suggest  was  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Buttery  {b)  and  that  the  statute  7  Geo.  IV. 
e.  64,  s.  12  (o),  exactly  met  this  case.  The  same  observa- 
tions applied  to  the  third  objection. 

Alderson,  B. — This  would  have  done  under  the  old  law, 
prior  to  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  64,  s.  12 ;  in  fact  it  would  have  done 
either  way  {d). 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 

(a)  7  C.  &  P.  140. 

\h)  Cited  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  RexY,  Burdett,  4  B.  &  Al.  179;  and  in 
Pearson  t.  M^Gowran,  3  B.  &  G.  703. 

(e)  7  Geo.  IV.  o.  64,  s.  12.  **And  for  the  more  effectual  prosecation 
of  offences  committed  near  the  boundaries  of  counties,  or  partly  in  one 
county  and  partly  in  another ;  be  it  enacted.  That  where  any  felony  or  mis- 
demeanor shall  be  committed  on  the  boundary  or  boundaries  of  two  or  more 
counties,  or  within  the  distance  of  600  yards  of  any  such  boundary  or  boun- 
daries, or  shall  be  begun  in  one  county  and  completed  in  another,  every  such 
felony  or  misdemeanor  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  deteimined, 
and  punished  in  any  of  the  said  counties  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been 
actually  and  whoUy  committed  therein." 

(d)  His  Lordship  observed  this  was  a  great  evil  which  ought  to  be  severely 
pxmished.  Had  it  been  tried  before  him,  he  did  not  know  that  he  should  not 
have  transported  the  prisoner. 
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The  Queen  against  William  Woollet. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Justice  Patteson. 

1850. 
FALSE  PEETENOES.  a^hiVI: 

'^  The  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted  before  me  at  the  a  secretary  of 
last  Assizes  at  Stafford,  on  an  indictment  which  charged,  in  society  obtain- 

"The  Ist  coimt,  That  he  was  secretary  to  the  Earl  of  ^^™f°S^     ™ 
Uxbridge  Lodge  of  Odd  FeUows  at  Burton-upon-Trent.  p^nc^ttSlt" 
That  Joseph  Buxton  was  a  member,  and  indebted  thereto  ^^en inf^t' 
in  2s.  2d.    That  defendant  falsely  pretended  to  Buxton  ^l^g^^^^y 
that  the  sum  of  13«.  9d.  was  due  from  him  to  the  Lodge,  ^^  *  ''ia^ae 

D  '  pretence "  with- 

and  thereby  obtained  from  him  one  sovereign,  one  half-  "j  J^o  meamng 

01  uie  Bt&ciibO 

sovereign,  three  crowns,  four  half-crowns,  eleven  shillings,  7  &  8  Geo.  rv. 
twenty-three  sixpences,  one  hundred  and  thirty-mne  pence,     it  ia  not  the 

j'TiTiP  Pj-L      leas  a  false  pre- 

and  two  himdred  and  seventy-eight  halfpence  of   the  tenco  within  the 
moneys  of  Buxton,  with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  him ;  the  party 

J      i  p  imposed  upon 

and  wnereas,  ckc.  might  by  oom- 

"2nd  count.  Alleged  the  obtaining  of  same  moneys,  Jl^i^  avoided 
omitting  the  sovereign  and  half-sovereign.  tion™^' 

"  3rd  count.  Falsely  pretending  to  Joseph  Buxton,  that 
13s.  9d.  would  be  due  and  owing  on  the  20th  November, 
1848,  from  him  to  a  certain  society  called  the  Earl  of 
XJxbridge  Lodge  of  Odd  Fellows,  and  obtaining  ISs.  9d. 

"  4th  count.  Obtaining  13s.  6rf. 

"  5th  count.  Unlawfully  demanding,  having,  andreceiving 
13«.  9^;. 

"It  appeared  in  evidence  that  Joseph  Buxton  was  a 
member  of  the  Lodge.  That  his  contribution  was  9d.  per 
fortnight.  That  the  prisoner  was  permanent  secretary  of 
the  Lodge  with  a  salary.    That  it  was  his  duty  to  receive 

(a)  OyermliBg  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Wilmot,  J.,  in  Sex  ▼.  Wheaileyy 
2  Bnzr.  1129. 
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1850.       money  from  the  members  in  Lodge  hours,  but  he  had  no 
Beg.  v.       authority  to  receive  any  out  of  the  Lodge.     That,  on  the 
17th  November,  prisoner  himself  brought  and  tendered  to 
Buxton  out  of  the  Lodge  a  writing  or  summons  in  the 
words  following. 

"  *  Earl  of  Uxbridge  Lodge, 
« *  Burton  on  Trent,  November  14th,  1848. 
«*  Sir  and  Br.  (Brother). 

"  *  I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  you  owe  to  your  Lodge 
for  contributions,  &o.  the  sum  of  13«.  9d.  due  on  the 
20th  inst. 

"  *  Tours  respectfully, 

"*  William  Woolley. 
« « To  Mr.  Joseph  Buxton.' 

"  The  20th  November  was  the  next  Lodge  night  after 
the  14th.  Prisoner  said,  ^  I  have  brought  you  a  summons 
for  the  money  you  owe  the  Lodge.'  Buxton  opened  the 
paper,  and  said,  ^  Do  I  owe  that  amount  13s.  9d.  ?'  Prisoner 
said  *  You  do.'  Buxton  said  ^  It  is  not  long  since  I  paid  a  sum 
at  the  Lodge  to  you.'  Prisoner  said  *  That  is  what  you  owe. 
Buxton  said,  *  Very  well;'  and  paid  him  14«.  and  received  3rf. 
in  chajige.  But  Buxton  could  not  recollect  in  what  coin 
he  paid,  except  that  there  were  half-crowns.  Buxton  had 
never  paid  money  out  of  the  Lodge  before;  he  never  paid 
any  more,  nor  went  to  the  Lodge  afterwards.  Prisoner 
wrote  on  the  paper, 

"  *  November  17th,  1848.  Received  13^.  9rf.  on  this  ac- 
count. 

"*  William  Woolley.' 

"  It  appeared  by  the  books  of  the  Lodge,  in  prisoner's 
writing,  that  Buxton  had  paid  3^.  9d,  on  the  23rd  October, 
at  the  Lodge;  and  that,  on  the  29th  November,  two  sums 
of  9d,  and  a  subscription  of  8d,  were  due  from  him.    The 
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prisoner  accounted  to  the  Treasurer  on  the  20th  November,       1850. 
and  paid  him  4/.  11«.  Id. ;  but  no  sum  of  13«.  9rf.  from      -Bxa.v, 
Buxton.    There  was  no  entry  on  the  20th  November,  of     "^^^•'•^' 
any  fine  inflicted  on  Buxton.    But  there  was  an  entry,  in 
prisoner's  writing,  of  a  fine  of  Is,  on  him  on  the  4th  of 
December.    Fines  are  entered  at  the  time  they  are  inflicted. 
On  the  22nd  October,  1849,  there  is  an  entry  against 
Buxton's  name,  1/.  Is,  lOd, ;  expelled. 

"Mr.  Vaughan,  for  the  prisoner,  objected, 

"1st.  That  there  was  no  false  pretence  within  the  stat.  7 
&  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  53.  That  the  fact  of  what  was  due 
was  as  much  within  the  knowledge  of  Buxton  as  of  the  pri- 
soner. That  it  was  no  more  a  false  pretence  than  if  a  cre- 
ditor should  say,  *  Tou  owe  me  5i,'  when  the  debt  was 
only  2l,j  and  so  obtain  5/. 

"See  2  East,  P.  C.  830,  JR.  v.  Withell;  2  Moo.  254, 
B.  V.  Johnston;  C.  &  M.  249,  JR.  v.  Ball;  7  0.  &  P.  848, 
jB.  v.  Beed. 

"2nd.  That  if  there  be  any  false  pretence,  it  is  the  paper 
or  summons,  which  therefore  ought  to  be  set  forth  in  the 
indictment. 

"See  Starkie  on  Orim.  Pleading,  p.  97. 

"On  the  other  side,  it  was  contended  that  the  false  pre- 
tence was  the  oral  assertion  of  the  prisoner,  who  himself 
brought  the  paper,  signed  by  himself,  that  the  money  was 
due. 

"See  16  L.  J.,  Ifiag.  Cas.  P.  7,  Samilton  v.  Beg.  in 
error. 

"I  request  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  whether  this  con- 
viction can  be  sustained  upon  all  or  any  of  the  counts  of 
the  indictment. 

"J.  Patteson." 


^  1 
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1850.  ^'  The  some  prisoner  was  also  conTicted  on  an  indictment 

-Bsa.v,  charging  him  with  obtaining  a  sovereign  from  Willianoi 
WoouLBT.  3uxton  by  false  pretences,  with  intent  to  defraud  him. 
The  indictment  was  in  a  similar  form  to  the  preceding  one. 
William  Buxton  was  member  of  the  Lodge,  and  contributed 
9d.  per  fortnight.  He  had  been  residing  at  Manchester, 
and  paid  through  his  mother,  who  resided  at  Burton-upon- 
Trent.  It  appeared,  by  the  prisoner's  books,  that  payment 
of  1«.  6rf.  was  made,  on  account  of  William  Buxton,  on  the 
23rd  April,  1849,  so  that  Ss.  would  be  due  on  the  18tli 
June ;  and  there  is  an  entry  by  the  prisoner  of  payment  by 
Buxton  of  3«.  on  the  18th  June ;  on  the  15th  Jxme,  Bux- 
ton returned  to  Burton ;  and  on  the  18th  went  to  the 
Lodge,  being  a  Lodge  night.  When  he  was  outside  the 
door  he  saw  the  prisoner  inside,  who  told  him  he  could  not 
be  admitted  till  he  was  clear.  Buxton  asked  what  was 
due.  The  prisoner  said  13a.  5d.  Buxton  gave  him  a 
sovereign,  and  was  then  admitted.  The  prisoner  went  to 
his  desk,  and  entered  13«.  5d.  on  Buxton's  card,  but  pcdd 
over  to  the  treasurer  Ss.  only,  as  received  from  Buxton, 
which  was  the  sum  really  due. 

^'  The  same  objections  were  made  also  in  this  case,  so  far 
as  ihey  were  applicable. 

"J,  Pattbsok." 

Vaugharij  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that  that  which 
was  stated  as  a  false  pretence  was  not  a  false  pretence  in 
law.  All  the  cases  that  have  been  decided  upon  this  sub- 
ject may  be  classed  under  one  of  three  heads ; — a  false  re- 
presentation as  to  the  condition  in  life  of  the  party ;  of 
some  act  done ;  or,  of  a  statement  made  by  a  third  person. 
Under  the  first  head  were  Bex  v.  Barnard  {a)  and  HamiU 
ton  V.  The  Queen  (J).    Bex  v.  Douglass  (c),  Beg,  v.  Wtck" 

{a)  7  C.  &  P.  784.  {b)  16  L.  J.  9,  M.  C. 

{e)  1  Camp.  212. 


Beo.  V, 
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ham  (fl),  and  Young  v.  The  King  (J),  may  be  classed  under  the  1850. 
second  head.  And  then  we  have  those  cases  in  which  the 
name  of  a  third  person  has  been  introduced^  as  in  Coltnan^s 
Case  (c),  Bex  v.  Freeth  {(f).  These  were  the  cases  which 
iUustrated  the  divisions  of  false  representations  which  he 
had  submitted  to  the  Court;  and  in  all  these  cases  the 
money  or  the  goods  had  been  obtained  by  means  of  a  repre- 
sentation, the  falsity  of  which  could  not  be  known  by  the 
party  to  whom  the  representation  was  made ;  nor  had  the 
party  any  immediate  means  of  ascertaining  whether  the  re- 
presentation was  true  or  false ;  but  no  case  was  to  be  found 
where  a  representation  like  the  present,  though  false,  was 
held  to  be  a  false  pretence  within  the  meaning  of  the  sta- 
tute {e).  [Lard  Campbell^  0.  J. — ^What  is  your  definition 
of  a  false  pretence  which  would  exclude  this  ?  Is  it  the 
statement  of  a  fact,  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  which  can- 
not be  known  to  the  party  at  the  time  P]  Tes ;  but  where 
it  is  of  a  matter,  of  which  the  party  to  whom  the  repre- 
sentation is  made,  has  the  means  of  knowledge  as  well,  and 
as  fully,  as  the  party  making  the  representation,  it  is  not 
within  the  meaning  of  a  "  false  pretence."  [Alderaoriy  B. — 
Was  not  that  a  false  pretence  which  induced  the  party  to  part 
with  his  money  of  which  the  prisoner  obtained  possession?] 
In  that  case  it  would  include  every  lie  by  which  money 
might  be  obtained.  [Aldersouy  B. — ^What  is  it  but  a  lie 
where  a  man  says  he  ifl  sent  by  Mrs.  Thompson  for  a  pair 
of  shoes  P]  The  distinction  is,  that  there  the  party  could 
not  know  that  it  was  false.  \Lord  Camx>helly  0.  J. — Could 
he  not  send  to  Mrs.  Thompson  P]  She  might  live  five 
miles  off.  [Alderson^  B. — Or  she  might  live  next  door ;  it 
cannot  be  a  question  of  distance.    Parke,  B. — The  ques- 

(a)  10  Ad.  &  E.  34.  (b)  3  T.  B.  98. 

(c)  1  Loach,  303,  notis,  2  East,  P.  C.  672.  (d)  B.  &  B.  127. 

(0  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  b.  63. 

VOL.  I.  X 
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1850.  tion  is  well  discussed  by  Mr.  Greaves  (a).]  That  was  in 
reo.  v.  reference  to  a  case  where  the  representation  was  that  the 
prisoner  was  in  the  East  India  Company's  Service.  [Parke^ 
B. — ^It  does  not  matter  what  were  the  facts.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion whether  a  false  statement  is  made  by  which  a  party  is 
imposed  upon.]  In  Eex  v.  Wheatley  (J),  Wilmot,  J.,  said, 
^'  the  true  distinction  that  ought  to  be  attended  to  in  all 
cases  of  this  kind,  and  which  will  solve  them  all,  is  this — 
that  in  such  impositions  or  deceits,  where  common  prudence 
may  guard  persons*  agamst  the  suffering  from  them,  the 
offence  is  not  indictable,  but  the  party  is  left  to  his  civil 
remedy  for  the  redress  of  the  injury  that  has  been  done 
him;  but  when  false  weights  and  measures  are  used,  or 
false  tokens  produced,  or  such  methods  taken  to  cheat  and 
deceive  as  people  cannot  by  any  ordinary  care  or  prudence 
be  guarded  against,  there  it  is  an  offence  indictable." 
[Erkj  J. — That  was  the  law  for  some  time ;  but  now  the 
law  is  not  for  the  protection  of  the  strong  alone,  but  also 
for  the  protection  of  the  weak.  Alderson^  B. — ^All  the 
difficulty  has  arisen  from  engrafting  this  upon  the  old  law 
of  a  false  token,  which  was  a  much  more  strict  law.  Lord 
Campbellj  C.  J. — Here  the  prisoner  knew  there  was  no 
money  due ;  the  prosecutor  might  have  known  it  or  not.] 
What  difference  was  there  between  the  present  case  and 
that  of  a  man  going  to  a  tradesman  and  telling  him  that  he 
owed  him  five  pounds,  when  one  pound  only  was  due,  or 
even  when  he  owed  him  nothing  at  all  P  It  is  a  lie,  but  it 
does  not  amount  to  a  false  pretence.  [Erk^  J. — ^Is  there 
not  a  case  {c)  of  a  carrier  offering  a  parcel  and  demanding 
a  larger  sum  as  due  than  was  actually  owing  P]  In  that 
case  the  parties  had  not  an  equal  opportunity  of  knowing 
the  facts.     [Loi'd  Campbellj  C.  J. — In  the  case  you  put 

(a)  2  Hubs,  on  Crimes,  289,  3rd  ed.  {b)  2  Burr.  1129. 

{e)  Qucercy  see  2?.  v.  Airei/,  2  East,  30 ;  and  2  East,  P.  C.  830. 
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of  the  tradesman,  I  think,  at  present,  that  it  would  be  an       1850. 
offence  within  the  statute.]    If  that  was  the  opinion  of  the       bjsq.v. 
Court,  he  would  offer  no  further  argument.    {^Alderaon^  B.,     Woolley. 
referred  to  Bex  v.  Vilkneuve  {a)  J]    Rex  v.  Reed  (6). 

Huddkstonef  with  him  M^Mahon,  for  the  Crown,  were 
not  oalled  upon. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — What  difference  can  it  make 
whether  the  party  has  to  make  the  inquiry  from  another 
person,  or  to  ascertain  the  fact  from  his  own  books.  Lord 
Denman,  in  Reg.  v.  Wickkam  (c),  and  Hamilton  v.  The 
Queen  (rf),  appears  to  have  laid  down  the  law  exactly  as  it 
ought  to  be. 

Conviction  aflSrmed. 

{a)  2  East,  P.  C.  830.  {e)  10  Ad.  &  E.  34. 

(*)  7  0.  &  P.  848.  (rf)  16  L,  J.,  M.  0.,  9;  -S'.  C.  10  Jur.  1028. 
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The  Qxteen  against  Sodaick  Faderman,  Saul  LaueiOi  and 

Bebnabd  Goebon. 


Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Justice  Vai^han  WiUianis, 

DEMUEEER. 

"  This  case  came  to  be  tried  before  me  at  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  on  the  8th  day  of  February,  1850. 

"  The  prisoners  were  indicted  under  the  statute  1  WiU. 
IV.  c.  66,  s.  19,  by  which  it  is  made  a  felony  to  engrave,  &c. 
(without  authority)  on  any  plate,  or  any  wood,  stone,  or 
other  material,  any  bill  of  exchange,  promissory  note, 
undertaking,  or  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  or  any 
part  of  any  bill  of  exchange,  &c.  of  any  foreign  prince  or 
state ;  or  knowingly  to  have  in  possession  any  plate,  &c. 
giJen^^^ent,  SO  engraved,  or  to  utter  or  knowingly  to  have  in  possessioii 

even  tUgh  the    ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^y^^^  ^y  ^^  ^f  g^^j^  l^^^^^  biU,  &C.  shaU 

be  made  or  printed. 

"  The  counsel  for  the  prisoners  demurred  to  the  indict- 
ment, and  the  demurrer  having  been  argued,  I  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  Crown ;  but  I  reserved  the  question  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  indictment,  (a  copy  of  which  will  accompany 
this  statement,)  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court. 

"  Edward  Vaughan  "Williams. 
"  April  17, 1850." 


1850. 

Saturday^ 
AprU  27. 

Where  the 
prisoners  have 
not  been  tried 
and  convicted, 
this  Ck>iirt  has 
no  authority  to 
hear,  nor  has 
the  «j  udge 
below  power  to 
reserve,  a  case 
npon  the 
vaUdity  of  an 
indictment 
upon  which  ho 
hasakeady 


judgment 
should  have 
been  given 
expressly  with 
a  view  to  re- 
servingthe 
case,     under 
such  circum- 
stances tiie 
proper  course 
for  the  pri- 
soner is  to 
bring  a  writ  of 
error  before  the 
Queen's  Bench. 
Where  judg- 
ment is  so 
given  against  a 
prisoner,  this 
Court  has  no 
power  to  place 
mm  in  the 
same  situation 
that  he  was  in 
before  the  de- 
murrer. 


Huddlestoney  Parry ^  and  Metcalfe  appeared,  each  for  a 
separate  prisoner.  The  case  being  called  on.  Lord 
Campbelly  C.  J.  said — We  are  aU  of  opinion  that  where 
judgment  is  given  upon  demurrer  there  is  no  power  to 

Semble,  Where  (by  arrangement)  no  judgment  is,  at  the  trial,  given  upon  tiie  demurrer ; 
the  case  goes  on,  and  the  prisoner  is  convicted;  the  point  raised  upon  demurrer  may  be 
reserved.    (See^  however,  the  Rules  of  Court,  Appendix.) 

Sembky  The  judgment  of  this  Court  deprives  fiie  party  of  his  writ  of  error. 


Fasebicak. 
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reserve  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  or  for  us  to       1860. 
hear  it ;  that  being  so  we  cannot  assume  a  jurisdiction.  ebo.  v, 

Huddkstone  said  that  no  judgment  had  really  been  given. 

Cresstcelly  J. — How  can  it  come  before  us  if  judgment  has 
not  been  given  P  In  either  case,  whether  judgment  was 
given  upon  the  demurrer  or  not,  we  have  no  power. 

Parkcy  B. — It  is  open  to  you  to  argue  that  this  Court 
has  jurisdiction. 

AlderaoUy  B. — Our  judgment  would  be  final ;  it  would 
take  away  the  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords.  It  is  a  grave 
question,  because  it  might  be  exercised  adversely  to  the 
next  prisoner. 

Parry  observed  that  the  judgment  upon  the  demurrer 
was  given  as  a  matter  of  form,  in  order  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion, and  therefore  applied  that  the  prisoner  Laurio  might 
be  remitted  to  the  same  position  he  was  in  before. 

Jjyrd  Campbelly  C.  J. — ^We  have  no  power  to  do  so. 

Clarksotif  who  appeared  (together  with  the  Attorney- 
General  and  Ballantine)  for  the  Crown,  observed  that 
Vaughan  "Williams,  J.,  expressed  great  doubt  as  to  the 
authority  of  this  Court,  to  hear  the  case  upon  demurrer. 

Vaughan  WilliamSy  J.,  (here  came  into  Court,  and)  said 
that  all  parties  at  the  trial  thought  that  it  would  be 
desirable  to  take  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  and  that 
judgment  was  given  for  the  Crown  with  a  view  to  raise  the 
question  here. 

Attomey-General. — In  Manning^ a  ease  {a)  the  difficulty 
was  got  rid  of  by  the  judge  stating  a  case  by  arrangement. 
In  that  case  there  was  no  judgment  given.  This  point 
is  of  great  importance,  for  if  the  matter  was  determined 
here  they  could  not  go  to  another  Court. 

Lord  Camphelly  C.  J. — The  proper  course  will  be  to 
bring  a  writ  of  error  before  the  Queen's  Bench. 

(a)  Supra,  p.  155. 


Fadebmait. 
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1850.  Attorney-OeneraL — ^He  would  grant  a  fiat  and  then  it 

-BiEQ.v,      oould  go  up  in  the  usual  form. 

Huddkstone  suggested  that  counsel  should  be  allowed 
to  address  the  Court  upon  the  point,  whether  the  Court 
had  jurisdiction  to  consider  the  case  presented  to  them ; 
and  that  afterwards  the  prisoners  should  be  placed  in  the 
same  position  as  if  they  had  not  been  heard. 

ErUj  J. — ^Nothing  in  a  trial  for  felony  can  be  done  by 
consent. 

Parry  asked,  upon  the  authority  of  Manning^s  ca^e  (a), 
that  Williams,  J.,  should  state  a  case  for  the  consideration 
of  this  Court. 

Lord  Campbellj  C.  J. — ^In  that  case  the  demurrer  did 
not  appear  upon  the  record. 

ParkCy  B. — ^Prior  to  this  statute  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
was  taken  upon  matters  appearing  upon  the  record  {b). 

Parry  asked  that  the  case  might  be  amended. 

Lord  Campbelly  0.  J. — Judgment  must  be  taken  as 
given  for  the  Crown,  and  the  only  point  we  can  hear 
argued  is  whether  we  have  any  authority  in  a  case  where 
judgment  has  been  given  upon  demurrer. 

Huddkstone  (for  the  prisoner  Faderman)  referred  to 
the  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  1  (c) ;  by  that  siBction  the 
judge  has  power  to  reserve  any  question  of  law  which  may 
arise  in  criminal  trials  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court. 
In  Arch.  Cr.  L.  (c?),  "Under  this  statute  the  Judge  has 
authority  to  reserve,  and  the  Court  to  entertain,  not  only 
questions  of  law  which  are  raised  by  the  evidence,  but  also 
any  question  of  law  which  arises  upon  the  record  and  is 
made  the  subject  of  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  Reg.  v. 
Martin  {e) ;  or  as  it  should  seem  of  a  demurrer,  or  which 

(a)  Sitpray  p.  156,  note. 

(b)  And  see  Meff,  v.  JTebbf  supra,  p.  26,  per  FoUock,  C.  B. 

(c)  See  Statute,  Appendix.  (d)  11th  ed.  p.  112. 
{e)  Supra,  p.  78.    It  appears  that  Jieff.  v.  Martin  had  not  been  reported 

when  this  passage  was  written. 
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arises  on  a  special  plea  in  bar."  In  Reg.  v.  Martin  («),  1850. 
Eolfe,  B.  observed,  "  I  think  the  word  trial  in  the  second  ^bxoTv, 
section  of  the  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  ought  to  have  a  FADZBiiilN. 
very  liberal  construction,  and  I  think  it  applies  to  any 
proceedings  in  the  Court  below."  The  words  of  the  sta- 
tute are  "reverse,  aflSrm,  or  amend  any  judgment  which  shall 
have  been  given  on  the  indictment  or  inquisition  on  the 
trial,  whereof  such  question  or  questions  shall  have  arisen ; 
or  to  avoid  such  judgment,  and  to  order  an  entry  to  be 
made  upon  the  record  that  in  the  judgment  of  the  said 
Justices  and  Barons  the  party  convicted  ought  not  to  have 
been  convicted  or  to  arrest  the  judgment,"  "  or  to  make 
such  other  order  as  justice  may  require."  Suppose  the 
Court  below  to  have  given  a  judgment  of  respondeat 
(MsteTf  that  would  be  within  the  words  of  the  statute,  "  or 
to  avoid  such  judgment."  \_IiOrd  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^It 
appears  to  me  the  conviction  is  a  condition  precedent  in  all 
oases  to  give  jurisdiction  to  this  Court.]  The  judgment 
upon  a  demurrer  would  be  respondeat  ottstery  and  it  ap- 
peared to  him  this  Court  would  have  authority  in  case  of 
any  judgment.  [Alderaony  B. — ^What  discretion  has  the 
Judge  to  raise  the  question  upon  demurrer?]  Still  the 
object  of  the  statute  was  to  supply  a  Court  of  Appeal  in  all 
cases.  [Alderson^  B. — ^Tou  wish  the  case  to  be  argued 
here ;  the  next  prisoner  may  not ;  what  right  have  we  to 
make  a  precedent  by  means  of  which  wo  might  take  away 
from  him  the  power  to  go  to  a  Court  of  Error.  Lord  Camp^ 
belly  C.  J. — The  words  "  any  judgment"  mean  any  judgment 
which  comes  properly  before  us.]  He  felt  the  difficulty  was  in 
the  word  "  conviction  "  in  the  statute,  and  not  in  the  word 
"trial."  [Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. — It  must  be  taken  that 
the  word  "  conviction "  means  conviction  upon  trial.] 
Where  judgment  is  given  upon  demurrer,  there  is  a  con- 

{a)  2  G.  &  K.  950—966.    8,  C,  supra,  p.  78,  where  the  judgment  is  rather 
differently  reported. 
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1850.       viotion ;  on  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor,  it  is  final  (a). 

beo  V  [^Alderson,  B. — How  oould  the  Judge  "postpone  tiie 
FALEEM^.  judgment "  upon  demurrer.  He  gives  judgment.  Lord 
Campbell^  C.  J. — Everything  contemplates  a  conviction  by 
verdict.]  Suppose,  upon  an  indictment,  that  judgment  is 
given  for  the  Crown ;  that  the  Crown  is  however  dissatisfied 
with  the  indictment,  and  the  prisoner  is  again  indicted; 
oould  he  not  plead  the  previous  trial  as  a  bar  P  The  word 
"thereupon"  in  s.  2,  does  not  mean  upon  conviction,  but 
upon  the  case  being  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 
Parry  (for  the  prisoner  Laurio). — The  object  of  the  sta- 
tute was  to  give  to  this  Court  to  the  full  extent  that 
power  which  was  before  exercised  by  the  fifteen  Judges. 
It  is  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the  further  Amendment  of  the 
Administration  of  the  Criminal  Law."  [Parke^  B. — ^We  do 
not  know  whether  this  was  a  judgment  of  conviction  or 
respondeat  omter ;  in  the  latter  case  you  have  no  claim 
whatever.]  If  it  be  a  judgment  of  conviction,  sentence 
might  be  passed ;  and  was  it  to  be  said  that,  in  such  a  case, 


(a)  When  the  prisoneTS  afterwards  (at  the  May  Sessioiis,  1850)  were  pat 
npon  their  trial,  before  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  the  point  was  raised 
whether  the  j  udgment  upon  demnrrer  in  this  case  was  final.  It  was  a  general 
demurrer—  no  plea  of  not  guilty.  It  was  argued  at  considerable  length  before 
Alderson,  B.,  Cresawell,  J.,  and  Vaughan  Williams,  J.,  by  the  Attorney' 
General,  Clarkson,  and  Sallantine,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown ;  and  by  Hud- 
dlettone,  Parry,  and  Metcalfe,  for  the  prisoners.  The  Courttook  time  to  con- 
sider, and  gave  their  judgment — ^that  judgment,  upon  the  demurrer,  wasfinaL 

For  the  prisoners,  on  this  point,  were  referred  to  Hex  y.  JECarris,  7  C.  &  P. 
429 ;  2  Chit.  C.  L.  1040 ;  Mason's  ease,  2  East,  P.  C.  975 ;  Lyon's  case,  2 
Leach,  C.  0.  608;  ZloytTs  case,  2  East,  P.  C.  976;  Gilchrist's  ease,  2 
East,  P.  C.  982;  Jieg.  v.  Goldstein,  7  Moor,  1;  2  Hales,  P.  C.  256  &  225; 
£ey.  V.  Purchase,  Car.  &M.  617;  Mey,  v.  Philps,  Car.  &  M.  181;  Key.  v. 
Adams,  Car.  &  M.  299  ;  Gray's  Case,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  427 ;  JRey.  v.  Odyers,  2 
Moo.  &  B.  479;  lUy,  v.  Jiowen,  1  C.  &  K.  604;  :Rey.  v.  Dtiffy,  4  Cox,.Cr. 
Ca.24. 

For  the  Crown,  stat.  2  &  3  Will.  FV.  c.  123,  in  connection  with  1  WilL 
IV.  c.  66,  was  referred  to,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  demurrer  was  in 
reality  a  confession  of  the  fact. 

Alderson,  B.,  in  giving  judgment,  referred  to  14  Ed.  IV.  p.  7,  pi.  10. 

See  these  proceedings  folly  reported  in  4  Cox,  C.  C. 


Fadebxan. 
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this  Court  had  no  authority?  l_Lord  Campbell^  0.  J. —  1850, 
Tou  call  upon  us  to  reverse  the  judgment  for  the  Crown.]  Bxa.v, 
To  avoid  or  amend  that  judgment ;  this  Court  is  not  bound 
to  give  final  judgment.  [Alderacm^  B. — The  only  way  to 
avoid  the  judgment  is  to  order  a  verdict  of  "  Not  Guilty  " 
to  be  entered.]  It  appeared  to  him  the  Act  might  have 
been  passed  to  avoid  a  writ  of  error,  which  prisoners 
generally  are  unable  to  bear  the  expenses  of.  Then  as  to 
the  question  whether  the  prisoner  had  been  upon  his  trial ; 
the  trial  begins  when  the  party  is  called  upon  to  plead ; 
suppose  he  had  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction,  would  it  be 
contended  that  this  Court  had  no  power  to  entertain  the 
question  without  a  conviction?  [Lord  Campbelly  C.  J. — 
We  have  no  power  but  that  which  is  given  by  the  Act.] 
He  apprehended  this  Court  would  give  the  Act  a  liberal 
construction.  If  it  should  be  held  that  this  Court  had 
authority  in  no  case  where  there  had  not  been  a  conviction, 
then  the  object  of  the  Act  was  limited  indeed ;  would  they 
exclude  the  consideration  of  a  plea  in  abatement  which  is 
a  matter  upon  the  trial :  the  statute  does  not  say  convic- 
tion upon  trial.  This  is  ostensibly  a  statute  conferring 
privileges,  the  recital  wotdd  confer  a  privilege  of  this  sort 
and  no  other  part  of  the  Act  contradicts  it ;  it  is  a  statute 
intended  to  give  enlarged  powers,  and  this  Court  would  not 
seek  to  circumscribe  it. 

Metcalfe^  (for  the  prisoner  Q-ordon,)  followed  on  the  same 
side.  The  great  question  is,  what  is  meant  by  the  words 
"  conviction  "  and  "  trial."  A  prisoner  may  be  said  to  have 
been  convicted  whether  upon  his  own  confession  or  otherwise. 
If  judgment  upon  demurrer  is  final  it  amounts  to  a  convic- 
tion; Beg,  V.  To8hack{a)  establishes  that  this  Court  has 
jurisdiction  when  the  prisoner  has  been  convicted  upon  his 
own  confession.  He  would  infer  from  that  case  that  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  objection  should  appear  at  the  trial. 

(A)  Supra,  p.  207. 
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1850.       There  is  a  trial  upon  an  issue  in  law  as  well  as  upon  an 
'    Bna.,,.       issue  in  fact.    The  words  of  the  section  appear  important, 
Fadbbican.    i<  gjj^j  thereupon  shall  have  authority  to  respite  execution  of 
the  judgment  on  such  conviction,  or  postpone  the  judgment 
imtil  such  question  shall  have  been  considered  and  decided 
as  he  may  think  fit."     [^Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. — ^Does  not  all 
that  contemplate  a  verdict  P]    He  thought  not,  because  it 
might  be  upon  the  confession  of  the  party.    If  the  judg- 
ment is  upon  demurrer,  judgment  must  be  given  or  there 
could  be  no  conviction,  and  that  is  the  judgment  which 
this  Court  has  to  afl^nn  or  otherwise.     The  plea  of  autrefois 
convict  would  aid  the  argument,  because,  this  Court  would 
not  hold  that  such  a  plea  could  not  be  put  in  when  the 
party  had  been  sentenced  upon  demurrer.    As  to  the 
writ  of  error,  it  appeared  to  him  doubtful  whether  it 
would  be  taken  away.     \Alder8on,  B. — The  question  re- 
served is  to  be  finally  decided.]     It  may  be  finally  dedded 
upon  the  point  of  law  reserved.     This  Court  is  placed  in  the 
situation  of  the  judge  in  the  Court  below.     Reg.  v.  Webb  {a) , 
decided  that  a  writ  of  error  might  be  brought. 

The  Attorney- Generalj  Clarkson  and  Ballantine,  for  the 
Crown,  were  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — I  maintain  the  opinion  I  enter- 
tained, that  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  in  the  present 
case.  It  is  an  indictment  for  felony,  a  demurrer  to  the 
indictment,  and  thereupon  judgment  for  the  Crown.  "We 
are  called  upon  to  decide  upon  that  judgment,  and  if  wrong 
to  reverse  it.  Have  we  the  power  to  do  so  P  All  the 
power  we  have  is  under  the  statute.  We  have,  in  this 
matter,  no  more  power  than  the  fifteen  judges  had  before 
the  statute.  But  now  by  that  statute  a  power  is  given  to 
this  Court  to  review  what  is  done  under  certain  circum- 
stances.   We  must  say  whether  such  a  power  as  is  con- 

(a)  Supra,  p.  24,  per  Parke,  B.  Qu^srCf  after  the  judgment  of  this  Court. 


Fabebican. 
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tended  for  is  vested  in  this  Court.  I  find  no  such  power  con-  1850. 
f erred  upon  ns;  the  statute  refers  to  questions  which  shall  rbo.  v. 
arise  upon  the  trials  and  which  after  the  prisoner  shall  have 
been  convicted  may  be'reserved  for  this  Court.  Looking  at 
the  language  employed,  the  word  ^^  convicted  ^^  must  be 
taken  to  mean  convicted  upon  verdict:  and  that  really  is 
the  trial  that  takes  place  before  the  jury  (a).  There  is 
no  power  here  given  to  us  to  investigate  what  is  done  upon 
demurrer  before  the  trial  begins.  If  we  decide  that  we  have 
the  power  to  entertain  this  question,  what  is  the  conse- 
quence P  The  prisoner  here  comes  to  us  to  have  our  opinion. 
Another  prisoner  under  similar  circumstances  may  wish  for 
a  writ  of  error,  of  which  we  might  deprive  him.  I  think  it 
an  usurpation  to  entertain  the  question. 

Parke  and  Alderson,  BB.,  Cresswell  and  Erle,  JJ., 
concurred. 

Per  Curiam, — The  only  judgment  given  is  that' 

This  Court  has  no  jurisdiction. 

(a)  Soe  Beg,  y.  Martin,  mproy  p.  86,  per  Bolfe,  B. 
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1850. 

SaturdaVy 
April  2*1, 

The  prisoner 
wenf  away  with 
the  wife  of  the 
prosecutor,  and 
took  with  him 
a  box  of  his 
own  in  which 
he  had  assisted 
in  placinff  pro- 
perty of  the 
husband.    He 
subse^uentl]^ 
cohabited  with 
the  wife,  used 
some  of  the 
property,  and 
pledged  abor- 
tion, consisting 
of  her  wealing 
apparel,^  and 
appropriated 
the  proceeds  to 
his  own  use. 
Held  that  he 
was  properly 
convicted  of 
larceny. 


The  Queen  against  Jame?  Thompson. 

LAEOENT. 

'^  Jahes  Thompson  was  indicted  at  the  Quaxter  Sessions 
for  the  county  of  Lancaster,  held  at  Self ord  on  the  17th 
of  January,  1850,  and  was  found  guilty  of  stealing  nine 
gowns,  two  brass  candlesticks,  one  coffee-pot,  one  dining 
table,  two  aprons,  two  pairs  of  boots,  two  pairs  of  shoes, 
four  shawls,  two  pairs  of  stockings,  two  sheets,  and  two  silk 
handkerchiefs,  the  property  of  Thomas  Edgerton.  The 
evidence  showed  that  the  prisoner,  who  worked  and  lodged 
at  the  prosecutor's  house,  went  away  on  the  4th  Januaiy, 
1848,  with  the  prosecutor's  wife ;  that  they  went  to  Bir- 
nmigham,  where  they  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  for 
more  than  a  year ;  that  they  took  with  them  from  the  pro- 
secutor's house  a  box  belonging  to  the  prisoner  containing 
the  wife's  wearing  apparel,  and  also  a  coffee-pot  and  two 
candlesticks,  the  property  of  the  prosecutor.  The  wife  of 
the  prosecutor  was  examined,  and  gave  very  contradictory 
evidence  as  to  what  passed  at  the  time  of  leaving  the  pro- 
secutor's house.  She  stated,  however,  as  part  of  her  evi- 
dence, that  the  prisoner  assisted  in  placing  the  things  in 
the  box,  and  in  removing  the  box  from  the  cellar  to  the  cart 
in  which  it  was  taken  away.  It  appeared  further,  that  on 
the  parties  arriving  at  Birmingham,  the  box  was  opened 
and  the  prisoner  saw  its  contents ;  that  the  coffee-pot  and 
candlesticks  were  used  by  them  in  their  house  in  Birming- 
ham, and  that  these  articles  were  afterwards  sold  by  the 
prosecutor's  wife;  that  the  prisoner  then  pledged  some 
articles  of  the  wearing  apparel,  and  applied  the  money  for 
his  own  purposes.  The  chairman,  in  summing  up,  directed 
the  jury  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  if  they  came  to  the  one. 
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Thokfson. 


or  the  other,  of  the  following  oonolusions, — either,  first,  that  1850. 
the  prisoner  going  away  with  the  prosecutor's  wife  for  the  rbq^v, 
purpose  of  adulterous  intercourse  was  engaged  jointly  with 
her  in  talcing  the  goods ;  or,  secondly,  that  not  being  a 
party  to  the  original  taking  or  removal,  the  prisoner  after 
arriving  at  Birmingham  appropriated  any  part  of  the  goods 
to  his  own  use.  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  adding, 
that  they  did  so  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  joint 
taking  by  the  prisoner  and  the  prosecutor's  wife.  The 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  applied  to  the  Court  to  reserve  the 
question,  and  the  cases  of  JReg.  v.  Clark  (I  Moo.  0.  C.  376, 
n.  (a) ),  and  Reg.  v.  Roaenherg  (1  Car.  &  K.  233),  were 
cited.  The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  acceded  to  the 
application,  and  submitted  to  this  Court  the  question, 
whether  the  case  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  and  the 
conviction  good. 
No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^There  is  no  question  in  this  case. 
There  must  be  judgment  for  the  Crown. 

Conviction  afiSrmed. 
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1850. 

Saturday^ 
April  27. 

A  collector  of 
poor's  rates, 
employed  by 
the  overseers, 
is  properly 
charged  with 
embezzlement, 
ets  servant  to 
the  overseers, 
alUiough  there 
are  churchwar- 
dens for  the 
same  parish, 
who  took  part 
in  making  the 
rates. 

In  such  case, 
it  is  sufficient 
to  describe  the 
money  received 
by  tiie  collector 
for  the  rate  as 
the  property  of 
the  overseers 
only ; — naming 
them. 

A  collector 
of  poor's  rates, 
as  a  servant  to 
the  overseers, 
has  authority 
to  receive  the 
rates  from  the 
landlord  if  he 
will  pay  them 
to  him. 

Sembky  He 
would  have 
authority  to 
receive  them 
from  any  person 
who  would  pay 
them  to  him. 


The  QrUEEN  against  Geulrles  John  Adby. 

EMBEZZLEMENT— SEEVANT. 

^^  At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  held  in 
and  for  the  borough  of  New  Sarum,  before  the  Ee- 
corder(a),  on  Monday,  31st  December,  1849,  Charles 
John  Adey  was  charged  on  three  counts  of  an  indictment 
preferred  against  him. 

^^  1st  count  charged.  That  being  employed  as  servant  to 
Heniy  James  Bracher,  and  Eobert  Futcher,  he  embezzled 
5«.  1  Jrf.  their  money. 

^^  2nd  coimt  charged  in  the  same  manner  the  embezzle- 
ment of  4«.  2^d. 

^^  3rd  count  charged  in  the  same  manner  the  embezzle- 
ment of  2«.  lOrf.  (J). 

"  To  this  indictment  the  prisoner  pleaded  *  Not  guilty.' 

"Upon  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  Henry  James 
Bracher  and  Eobert  Futcher  were  the  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  parish  of  Fisherton  Anger  (c),  and  that  they 
had  employed  the  prisoner  (at  a  salary)  to  collect  the 
poor's  rates.  That  there  were  two  other  persons  church- 
wardens of  the  said  parish.  That  it  was  his  duty  to  collect 
from  James  Pavey  6«.  IJrf.,  and  to  enter  the  amount  in 
the  column  of  the  rate  book  headed  '  amount  actually  col- 
lected ; '  that  he  did  collect  the  said  amount  and  did  not 
enter  it  in  such  column,  but  entered  it  as  uncollected  under 
the  column  headed  ^  amount  legally  excused,'  and  that  in 
his  account  delivered  of  money  collected  and  received  by 
him  the  said  sum  of  5«.  \\d.  was  omitted. 

{a)  David  Chambers,  Esq. 

{b)  In  the  case,  which  was  stated  at  great  length,  the  counts  were  set  out 
in  full.    We  have  excluded  other  matter  also  which  was  not  material, 
(c)  Within  the  Borough  of  Now  Sarum. 


Adst. 
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'^  The  oirotunstances  attending  the  4^.  2|i.  were  the  1850. 
same,  except  that  the  name  of  George  Hopkins  (from  bxq.v. 
whom  he  received  it)  did  not  appear  as  '  occupier '  in  the 
rate  book,  (the  space  for  the  name  of  the  occupier  being 
left  blank,  and  the  name  of  Sir  W.  Medlicott  being 
inserted  under  *name  of  owner,')  that  instead  of  en- 
tering the  amoimt  imder  ^  amount  legally  excused,'  it 
was  entered  under  the  column  *  otherwise  not  recover- 
able.' 

'*  The  third  charge  of  28.  lOd.  was  the  same  as  the  next 
preceding,  except  that  it  was  received  from  Mary  Ann 
Hopkins,  the  wife  of  George  Hopkins. 

'^Upon  these  facts  it  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the 
defence  by  the  counsel  for  the  said  prisoner : — 

^^  Ist.  That  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  was  not  the 
servant  of  the  prosecutors  (Henry  James  Bracher  and 
Bobert  Futcher),  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  the  money 
as  in  the  second  and  third  counts  mentioned,  inasmuch  as 
the  name  of  the  said  George  Hopkins  not  being  in  the  said 
rates  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  rates,  therefore  the  said 
Charles  John  Adey  had  no  right  to  demand  or  receive  the 
same  from  him. 

'*  2ndly.  That  as  the  name  of  the  said  George  Hopkins 
was  not  inserted  in  the  said  rates,  the  said  Charles  John 
Adey  did  not,  nor  could  receive  and  take  the  money  by 
virtue  of  his  employment  as  servant  for  and  in  the  name  of 
and  on  the  account  of  the  prosecutors ;  he  not  being  em- 
powered so  to  do :  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  only  having 
an  authority  to  collect  from  persons  whose  names  ap- 
peared in  the  rate. 

"  3rdly.  That  the  money  collected  was  not  nor  could  be 
the  property  of  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and  Eobert 
Futcher,  inasmuch  as  they  themselves  could  not  collect 
nor  enforce  payment  of  the  same  from  the  said  George 
Hopkins,  his  name  not  appearing  on  the  said  respective 


298  CASES  m  the  cotjbt  of  oriminal  appeal. 

1850.       rates,  and  therefore  the  said  Charles  John  Adey  had  no 

^^~jj]      right  nor  authority  to  receive  it  on  their  account. 

Adby.  li  4tjjy^    That  \^Q  sai^  moneys  as  laid  in  all  the  counts 

were  not  the  property  of  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher, 
and  Bobert  Futcher,  inasmuch  as  there  were  church- 
wardens as  well  as  overseers  of  Fisherton,  and  that  if  the 
money  belonged  to  the  overseers  at  aU  it  was  the  joint  pro- 
perty of  and  belonged  to  the  overseers  and  churchwardens, 
and  ought  to  have  been  laid  as  such  in  the  indictment,  and 
not  as  the  property  of  the  said  Henry  James  Bracher  and 
Robert  Futcher  (the  prosecutors)  alone ;  therefore  that  the 
moneys  were  improperly  laid  in  the  three  counts  re- 
spectively, and  consequently  the  indictment  was  bad. 

"  The  recorder  overruled  all  these  objections,  but  reserved 
the  questions  of  law  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court. 
The  Jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  on  all  the  counts.  He 
was  admitted  to  bail  conditioned  to  appear  at  the  next 
General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  said  borough 
to  receive  judgment." 

Amet/,  for  the  prisoner. — ^First,  as  to  the  cases  in  the  name 
of  Hopkins.  As  that  name  was  not  upon  the  rate  book  as 
the  occupier  of  the  premises  it  could  not  be  said  that  the 
prisoner  was  the  servant  of  the  overseers  for  the  purpose  of 
collecting  any  money  from  him.  It  had  always  been  held 
that  the  poor's  rate  is  personal,  and  is  to  be  considered  as 
leviable  upon  the  occupier.  [Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. — ^The 
power  to  enforce  the  rate  is  one  question ;  whether  received 
by  the  prisoner  as  servant  is  another.]  There  was  no  evi- 
dence as  to  the  authority  of  the  collector.  The  question  is 
whether  at  the  time  when  he  set  out  for  the  purpose  of 
collecting  those  rates  he  was  clothed  with  authority  to 
receive  the  money  from  Hopkins.  [Cresswell^  J. — ^Would 
he  not  have  authority  to  receive  from  any  person  who 
would  pay  him  P]    If  he  had  it  could  not  be  said  to  be 
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within  the  scope  of  his  employment.  [Parke^  B. — ^It  is  1860. 
clear  that  he  had  authority  to  receive  from  the  landlord,  if  eeo.  v. 
he  would  pay  him.  But  what  do  you  say  to  the  other 
count  P]  There  is  another  objection,  that  he  was  not  the 
servant  of  the  overseers  only.  [Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^Is 
there  not  evidence  of  authority  P]  He  did  not  say  there  was 
not  authority  in  Faveyh  case,  but  it  could  hardly  be  con- 
tended that  the  prisoner  received  the  money  by  virtue  of 
that  authority.  Then  the  property  ought  to  have  been 
laid  in  the  indictment  as  the  property  of  the  churchwardens 
and  the  overseers,  naming  them.  [^Parke,  B. — ^The  rate  is 
made  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  but  the  prisoner 
was  employed  by  the  overseers  to  receive  it].  The  question 
is  whether  it  was  not  incumbent  upon  the  overseers  to  have 
shown  that  they  had  some  special  property  in  the  money. 
l^Alderson,  B. — ^The  indictment  says  that  he  was  employed 
by  those  persons,  and  that  he  did  receive  the  money.]  But 
the  overseers  only  stand  in  the  situation  of  a  clerk,  where 
the  property  would  be  in  the  employer.  [Lord  Campbell^ 
C.  J. — State  what  allegation  is  not  substantiated.]  That 
the  property  was  the  property  of  the  overseers.  He  sub- 
mitted that  this  was  not  the  property  of  the  overseers. 
[AMerson,  B. — ^The  overseers  would  be  liable  for  the 
money.] 

Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. — ^The  Court  is  of  opinion  that 
upon  the  first  count  there  must  be  judgment  for  the 
Crown,  it  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  consider  the  others. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


VOL.   I. 
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THE  THIRTEENTH  YEAH  OP  THE  EEIGN  OP  VICTORIA. 


OOBAIC 


Wilde,  C.  J., 
Alderson,  B., 


Patteson,  J., 

■ 

Coleridge,  J., 


Platt,  B. 


The  QrUEEN  against  Moorhouse  James. 
Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Baron  Alderson, 


1850.       REFUSAL  TO  MAERT. 


Saturday^ 
Jufie  1. 


^^  The  defendant  was  tried  before  me,  at  the  last  Assizes 
for  liveipool,  on  the  f oUowing  indictment  :— 

"  Lancashire,  to  wit.  The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen, 
upon  their  oath,  present,  that  heretofore  and  after  the  1st 
day  of  March  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1837,  to  wit,  on  the 


Qy.    Whether 
a  refusal  by  a 
minister  of  the 
established 
church  to 
marry  an 
applicant  (all 

mSFtiea  ha\Sig  14th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849,  to  wit,  at 
perfome^'^on  the  parish  of  Leigh  in  the  County  of  Lancaster,  one  Henry 
he^aaTnotbeen   ^ister,  bachelor,  being  desirous  of  contracting  a  marriage 

confirmed,  and 
will  express  no 
desire  to  be 
confirmed,  is 
an  indictable 
offence;  if  so, 

In  order  to 
support  the  in- 
dictinent,  the 
parties  must 
Doth  have  pre« 
sented  them- 
selves, for  the  pnipose  of  being  married,  within  canonical  honn. 

The  indictment  moat  ayer  that  the  portiea  might  have  been  lawfully  married. 


with  one  Ann  Hardman,  spinster,  duly  gave  a  notice  under 
the  hand  of  him  the  said  Henry  Fisher,  and  bearing  date  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  to  one  John  Heyes,  then  and  still 
being  the  Superintendent  Begistrar  of  Marriages  of  and  for 
the  district  of  Leigh  Union,  in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  made 
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and  passed  in  the  Sessions  of  ParKament  holden  in  the  6th  1850. 
and  7th  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  William  R^^~iJ^ 
the  Fourth,  intituled,  *  An  Act  for  Marriages  in  England;*  James. 
and  in  the  form  of  Schedule  (A)  to  the  said  Act  annexed, 
that  a  marriage  was  intended  to  he  had  within  three  calen- 
dar months  from  the  date  thereof,  between  him  the  said 
Henry  Fisher  and  the  other  party  in  the  said  notice  named 
and  described  (that  is  to  say),  the  said  Ann  Hardman, 
spinster,  at  a  certain  church  within  the  said  district  of 
Leigh  Union,  being  the  district  of  the  said  John  Heyes  as 
such  Superintendent  Eegistrar  as  aforesaid,  (that  is  to  say) 
a  certain  church  called  St.  Thomas's  Church,  Bedford,  they, 
the  said  Henry  Fisher  and  Ann  Hardman,  having  before 
then  dwelt  at  Bedford,  within  the  said  district,  during  more 
than  one  calendar  month  then  next  preceding.  And  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  pre- 
sent that  the  said  John  Heyes,  so  being  such  Superintendent 
Kegistrar  as  aforesaid,  immediately  upon  the  giving  to  him 
of  the  said  notice  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore* 
said,  did  duly  file  the  said  notice  and  keep  the  same  with 
the  records  of  his  office;  and  did  also  forthwith  enter  a 
true  copy  of  the  said  notice  fairly  into  the  book  for  that 
purpose  furnished  to  him  by  the  Registrar  General,  called 
*  The  Marriage  Notice  Book,*  and  kept  by  him  the  said 
John  Heyes,  as  such  Superintendent  Begistrar  as  aforesaid, 
for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  in  pursuance  of  and  in  obedience 
to  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  in  that 
behalf.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  afterwards,  and  after  the 
expiration  of  twenty-one  days  after  the  entry  of  the  said 
notice  in  the  said  book  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  day 
of  June,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  afore- 
said, in  the  county  aforesaid,  he  the  said  John  Heyes,  then 
being  and  continuing  such  Superintendent  Begistrar  as 

y2 
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1850.  aforesaid,  did,  upon  being  thereunto  requested  by  the  said 
-Rm.v.  Henry  Fisher,  the  party  by  whom  the  said  notice  had  been 
^^'^^  and  was  so  given  as  aforesaid,  issue  under  his  hand  a  cer- 
tificate pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  in  the  form  of  Schedule  (B)  to  the  said  Act 
annexed ;  no  lawful  impediment  being  shown  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  said  John  Heyes  why  such  certificate  should  not 
issue;  and  the  issue  of  such  certificate  not  having  been 
sooner  forbidden  in  manner  in  the  said  Act  mentioned  by 
any  person  or  persons  authorized  in  that  behalf,  as  in  the 
said  Act  is  provided,  in  and  by  which  said  certificate  he  the 
said  John  Heyes,  such  Superintendent  Eegistrar  of  the  said 
district  of  Leigh  Union,  in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster^ 
did  certify  in  manner  and  form  by  the  said  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment directed  and  required;  that  on  the  14th  of  May, 
1849,  notice  was  duly  entered  in  the  marriage  notice  book 
of  the  said  district  of  the  marriage  intended  between  the 
parties  therein  named  and  described,  delivered  imder  the 
hand  of  the  said  Henry  Fisher,  one  of  the  said  parties;  that 
is  to  say,  the  said  Henry  Fisher,  bachelor,  and  Ann  Hard- 
man,  spinster,  at  the  church  called  Saint  Thomas's  Church, 
Bedford.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  afore- 
said, do  further  present,  that  at  the  respective  times  of  the 
entry  of  the  said  notice  and  of  the  issuing  of  the  said 
certificate  by  the  said  John  Heyes,  as  such  Superintendent 
Registrar  a^s  aforesaid,  and  from  the  said  respective  times 
continually  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
offence  hereinafter  mentioned,  Moorhouse  James,  late  of  the 
said  parish  of  Leigh,  in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster, 
clerk,  was  and  still  is  the  officiating  minister  of  and  at  the 
said  church  called  Saint  Thomas's  church,  Bedford.  And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present,  that  afterwards  and  after  the  issuing  of  the  said 
certificate  by  the  said  John  Heyes,  as  such  Superintendent 
Registrar  as  aforesaid,  and  while  the  said  certificate  was  in 
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full  force  and  e£Eeot,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  day  of  August,  1850. 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  beoTt! 
county  aforesaid,  they  the  said  Henry  Fisher  and  Ann  J^ia»- 
Hardman  did  produce  and  show  the  said  certificate  to  the 
said  Moorhouse  James,  so  being  such  officiating  mimster  of 
the  said  church  aforesaid,  and  did  then  and  there  require 
him,  the  said  Moorhouse  James,  as  such  officiating  minister 
of  and  at  the  said  church,  to  solemnize  a  marriage  be- 
tween them,  the  said  Henry  Fisher  and  Ann  Hardman,  at 
the  said  church,  on  or  before  the  14th  day  of  August  then 
instant :  the  said  14th  day  of  August  being  the  day  on 
which  the  said  notice  and  certificate  and  all  proceedings 
thereupon  would,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  Act  of 
Parliament,  become  and  be  duly  void  if  the  said  marriage 
were  not  had  and  solemnized  on  or  before  the  said  last- 
mentioned  day.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Moorhouse 
James,  so  being  such  officiating  minister  of  and  at  the  said 
church  as  aforesaid,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf, 
nor  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  heretofore, 
to  wit,  on  the  said  2nd  day  of  August,  in  the  year  afore- 
said, to  wit,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
unlawfully  and  wrongfully  did  refuse  and  neglect,  although 
he  the  said  Moorhouse  James  was  so  thereunto  required  as 
aforesaid,  to  solemnize  a  marriage  between  the  said  Henry 
Fisher  and  Ann  Hardman,  at  the  said  church,  at  any  time 
on  or  before  the  said  14th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  afore- 
said, or  at  any  other  time  whatsoever,  and  to  solemnize 
a  marriage  between  the  said  Henry  Fisher  and  Ann  Hard- 
man,  at  the  said  church,  he  the  said  Moorhouse  James 
hath  always  continnally  from  the  time  when  the  said 
certificate  was  so  produced  and  shown  to  him  the  Said 
Moorhouse  James  as  aforesaid,  and  he  the  said  Moorhouse 
James  was  so  thereunto  required  as  aforesaid,  to  the  time 
of  the  taking  of  this  inquisition,  unlawfully  and  wrongfully 
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refused  and  negleoted,  and  still  doth  unlawfully  and  wrongs- 
fully  neglect  and  refuse,  contrary  to  the  duty  of  him  the 
said  Moorhouse  James  in  that  behalf,  against  the  f onn  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,-  her  crown  and  dignity. 

''In  order  to  sustain  this  indictment,  the  Superintendent 
Eegistrar  for  Leigh,  and  who  was  also  derk  to  the  Board 
of  Guardians  for  that  Union,  proved  that  on  the  14th  of 
May,  1849,  the  following  notice  of  marriage  was  delivered 
to  him  by  Henry  Fisher : — 


"  *(OoPY.)  Notice  op  Marriaqe,  puesttant  to  6  &  7  Will. 

rV.  CAP.  85,  SECT.  4. 

" '  To  the  Superintendent  Registrar  of  the  district  of  Leigh 
Union,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster.  I  hereby  give  you 
notice,  that  a  marriage  is  intended  to  be  had  within  three 
calendar  months  from  the  date  hereof,  between  me  and 
the  other  party  herein  named  and  described,  (that  is  to 
say,)— 


Date 

Name. 

Condition. 

Kanlr 
or  Profes- 
sion. 

Shipper 

ana 
Grinder 

Age. 
20 

20 

Dwelling 
Place. 

Lent5ih 

ofllesi- 

dence. 

Church  or  Build- 
ing in  which 
Marriage  is  to 
bo  solemnized. 

District  and 
County  in  which 
the  other  party 

dwells,  where 
thepartiesdwcll 
in  different  dis- 
tricts. 

Heniy  Fisher 

Bachelor 

•  ♦ 

• 

Bedford 

More 
than  a 
Month 

St.  Thomas's 
Church, 
Bedford. 

AnnHardman 

Spinster 

Frame 
Tenter 

1 

Bedford 

More 
than  a 
Month 

Witness  my  hand,  this  14th  day  of  May,  1849, 


"  *Heney  Fisheb.' 


"  This  notice  was  duly  read  on  three  consecutive  weekly 
meetings  at  the  Board  of  Guardians  for  the  Union  in  which 
Leigh  was  situated,  and  duly  entered  in  the  Registrar's 
Book. 
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'^At  the  end  of  tliat  period,  the  following  oeitifioate 
of  marriage  was  granted  by  the  Superintendent  Begis- 
trar: — 
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"  *  (Copy.)  Supbrintendent  Eegistrar's  Certificate  of 

Marriage,  without  Licence. 

^^  ^I,  John  Hojes,  Superintendent  Begistrar  of  the  district 
of  Leigh  Union,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  do  hereby  cer- 
tify, that  on  the  19th  day  of  May,  1849,  notice  was  duly 
entered  in  the  Marriage  Book  of  the  said  district,  of  the 
marriage  intended  between  the  parties  therein  named  and 
described,  delivered  under  the  hand  of  Henry  Fisher,  one 
of  the  parties,  (that  is  to  say,) 


Date 

Name. 

Condition. 

Bank 

or  Prof  es- 

aion. 

Age. 

Dwelling 
Place. 

Length 

ofKeei- 

denoe. 

Chnich  or  Build- 
ing in  which 
Mflucriage  is  to 
be  solemnized. 

District  and 
County  in  which 
the  other  party 
dwells,  where 
themrties  dwell 
in  different  dis- 
tricts. 

HenzyFiflhor 

Bachelor 

Shipper 

and 
Grinder 

20 

Bedford 

More 
{hana 
Month 

St.  Thomas's 
Church, 
Bedford. 

AnnHftH'^Mi 

Spinster 

Frame 
Tenter 

20 

Bedford 

More 
than  a 
Month 

*v  ^     ^^Tx..        2.     J  -^r      lAix.  iQAQ       V  The  issue  of  this  Certiflcate  has  not  been  forbidden 
Date  of  No_fa(»  entered,  May  Hth,  1849.      |     ^  ^^  authorized  to  forbid  the  iasue 

Date  of  Certificate  given,  June  12th,  1849.  j     thereof. 

Witness  my  ^d,  gis  twelfth  da^  of  June,  |  j        Bjsteb,  Superintendent  Registrar. 
One  Thousand  Eight  Hundred  and  Forty-nine. )  '      *^  ^ 

This  Certificate -mil  be  yoid  unless  the  Marriage  is  solemnized  on  or  before  the  14th  day  of 
August,  1849.' 

"  With  this  certificate  Henry  Fisher  (who  as  well  as  Ann 
Hardman  had  for  a  month  and  upwards  before  the  first 
notice  resided  within  the  district)  called  on  the  defendant, 
who  was  the  officiating  minister  of  St.  Thomas's  Church,  a 
district  church  in  the  parish  of  Leigh,  on  the  13th  of  June, 
1849.    Fisher's  evidence  was  as  follows :— *  I  told  him  I 
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1850.  waj3  come  to  give  notice  I  intended  to  be  married  next 
"^^7<%  morning  at  St.  Thomas's.  He  asked  if  I  had  been 
baptized. — ^I  said,  yes.  He  asked  me  what  was  my  name. 
— I  told  him.  He  asked  if  I  had  been  asked  in  chnroL — 
I  said,  No.  He  asked  where  I  had  been  asked. — I  said,  At 
the  Board  of  Ghiardians.  He  asked  me  if  I  had  been  con- 
firmed.— I  said,  No.  He  said  he  could  have  nothing  to  do 
with  me  then. — I  said.  Why  P  He  said  he  was  not  obliged 
to  tell  me  his  reason. — I  said,  Very  well,  I'll  go  to  the 
Board  of  Guardians,  and  see  what  they  say.  He  said, 
If  people  would  be  so  foolish  as  to  go  to  a  Board  of  Ghiar- 
dians to  be  asked,  the  Board  of  Qnardians  must  many 
them.' 

"  The  Superintendent  Eegistrar  also  gave  the  following 
evidence : — *  On  the  19th  of  June,  I  called  on  defendant. 
He  is  Officiating  Minister  of  St.  Thomas's  Church,  Bed- 
ford, in  Leigh  district.  I  saw  him  in  company  with  Fisher ; 
I  told  my  name  and  office.  I  said  I  had  corresponded  with 
the  Eegistrar  about  it,  in  consequence  of  his  refusal  to 
marry  the  parties.  I  said  the  Eegistrar  Q-eneral  did  not 
consider  confirmation  a  pre-requisite,  or  any  legal  impedi- 
ment to  the  marriage.  Defendant  said  he  had  seen  Fisher 
before,  and  declined  saying  anything.  I  said.  Then  Fisher 
has  something  to  say.  Fisher  put  his  hand  into  his  pocket, 
and  was  about  to  address  defendant,  who  refused  to  hear 
him.  The  defendant  retired,  and  closed  the  door  of  his  re- 
sidence. I  went  again,  on  the  2nd  of  August,  with  Fisher, 
Hardman,  and  a  solicitor.  Whitehead,  saw  defendant. 
Whitehead  said  we  were  come  about  a  marriage ;  wish- 
ful that  arrangement  could  be  made  by  which  parties 
could  be  married  on  a  certificate.  Fisher  produced  it. 
Defendant  said  he  supposed  it  was  all  right  according  to 
law.  Fisher  desired  him  to  fix  a  time  for  marriage  on  or 
before  the  14th  of  August.  Hardman  made  a  similar  de- 
mand.   Defendant  said,  I'll  many  him  when  he,  Fisher, 
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has  expressed  a  desire  to  be  confirmed ;  the  party  made  no  1850. 
reply.  They  then  repeated  the  demand.  Defendant  said,  R^^Tr] 
I  have  given  you  my  answer.  It  was  after  9  p.  m.  when 
we  called.' 

**  No  other  evidence  was  given  to  alter  the  facts  thus 
proved. 

^'It  appears  St.  Thomas's  Church  was  consecrated  in 
1840;  but  the  act  of  consecration  was  not  produced  in 
evidence. 

^^  There  was  a  font  in  the  church;  and  a  burying  ground, 
in  which  interments  had  taken  place,  attached  to  it.  But 
there  was  no  proof  of  marriages  having  been,  or  having 
been  seen  to  be  celebrated  there. 

^^  Mr.  BlisSy  for  the  defendant,  took  various  objections. 
Ist.  That  if  there  was  a  refusal  to  marry,  and  without 
sufficient  reason,  it  was  not  an  indictable  offence,  but  an 
offence  against  ecclesiastical  law  only.  2nd.  That  the  re- 
fusal on  the  ground  that  Eisher,  one  of  the  parties,  had 
not  been  confirmed,  which  was  the  fact,  was  justifiable. 
3rd.  That  there  were  other  reasons,  apparent  on  the  facts 
proved,  justifying  such  refusal ;  and  that  the  defendant, 
even  though  he  had  refused  on  one  ground  only,  had  full 
right  to  avail  himself  of  those  objections  also.  4th.  That 
there  was  not  a  sufficient  demand  and  tender  of  themselves 
to  be  married  by  the  parties ;  no  readiness  to  be  married 
sufficiently  proved,  nor  any  consent  of  parents  signified  to 
the  defendant ;  both  parties  being,  as  was  the  fact,  minors. 
5th.  That  a  refusal  on  the  2nd  of  August  was  not  sufficient, 
the  certificate  enabling  the  parties  to  be  married  up  to  the 
14th  August.  6th.  That  there  was  no  proof  of  St.  Thomas's 
being  a  church  where  marriages  were  celebrated. 

'^  He  made  also  various  other  objections  to  the  indictment 
and  to  the  proof  given. 

^^  I  directed  as  there  was  no  dispute  about  the  facts,  a 
verdict  for  the  Crown,  in  order  that  the  points  of  law 


Beg.  9. 

JA1CE8. 


308  CASES  IN  THE  COTTET  OF  CEIMIKAL  APPEAL. 

1850.       might  be  raised;  and  respited  the  judgment  to  the  next 
Assizes. 

Bliss f  Q,.  C.  {a)y  (with  him  Baddeley^  appeared  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant.  He  would  first  call  attention  to  the 
reasons  for  refusing  to  perform  the  marriage  rite  in  this  case. 
The  defendant  was  justified  in  his  refusal,  because  there 
was  a  lawful  impediment  which  had  been  alleged  as  a  rea- 
son, and  it  was  a  sufficient  reason.  The  defendant's  answer 
to  the  application  of  the  party  to  perform  the  marriage 
ceremony  was,  "  I  am  ready  to  marry  you  when  you  are  de- 
sirousof  being  confirmed."  The  objection  was,  that  the  party 
had  not  been  confirmed,  nor  would  he  express  any  desire 
to  be  confirmed.  That  confirmation  was  necessary  to  the 
solemnization  of  the  marriage  ceremony  would  appear  from 
the  rubric,  the  canons,  and  the  opinions  of  most  celebrated 
divines.  There  was,  in  all  cases,  an  inherent  right  in  the 
minister  to  abstain  from  performing  the  ceremony  until  the 
parties  were  in  a  fit  state  to  receive  the  rite.  The  formu- 
laries of  the  liturgy  require  in  the  parties  a  degree  of  fitness, 
and  that  they  be  in  a  certain  state  of  grace ;  for,  although 
the  marriage  ceremony  is  no  longer  considered  a  sacra- 
ment, it  is  something  more  than  a  mere  legal  contract :  it 
is  a  ceremony  in  which  no  persons  can  participate  unless 
they  bear  with  them  a  degree  of  faith  and  Christian  in- 
struction adequate  to  the  religious  character  of  the  cere- 
mony about  to  be  performed.  At  the  end  of  the  Solemni- 
zation of  Marriage  is  the  rubric,  ^^It  is  convenient  that 
the  new  married  persons  should  receive  the  Holy  Com- 
munion at  the  time  of  their  marriage,  or  at  the.  first  oppor- 

(a)  Although  the  decision,  in  this  case,  left  untouched  the  principal  point, 
namely,  whether,  supposing  all  formalities  to  have  been  properly  observed, 
the  clergyman  was  justified  in  a  refusal ;  the  points  raised  by  Mr.  Bliss  are 
in  themselves  so  important,  and,  in  the  present  temper  of  society,  the  question 
is  so  likely  to  occur  again,  that  it  has  been  thought  advisable  to  give  the 
general  argument. 
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tunity  after  their  marriage."  And  at  the  end  of  the  Con-  1850. 
firmation,  "There  shall  none  be  admitted  to  the  Holy  ^eo. r. 
Communion  until  Buoh  time  as  he  be  confirmed,  or  be  J-^^^^* 
ready  and  desirous  of  being  confirmed."  Coupling  these 
together,  they  seem  to  imply  that  the  newly  married  per- 
sons should  be  confirmed,  or  should  be  ready  and  anxious 
to  be  confirmed.  If  they  are  to  receive  the  communion  at 
the  first  opportunity  after  their  marriage,  it  is  necessary  that 
when  they  come  to  be  married  they  should  come  prepared 
to  receive  the  commimion.  The  words, "  it  is  convenient," 
seem  to  imply  that  it  must  be  done  at  one  or  the  other  of 
these  two  occasions.  [  Wilde^  C.  J. — What  effect  has  it 
upon  the  estate  of  marriage,  if  it  is  not  done?]  The  ques- 
tion is,  how  far  "  convenient "  impKes  an  obligation.  [-4^ 
derson,  B. — According  to  your  doctrine,  dissenters  cannot 
be  married  by  the  Church.]  It  may  be  that  they  may  be 
married  by  other  means.  [  Wtldey  C.  J. — They  could  not 
be  before  the  late  Act.]  He  might  contend  that  "  con- 
venient "  gave  the  option  to  the  minister  to  perform  the 
ceremony  or  not.  The  law  having  provided  other  means 
of  matrimony  was  a  reason  why  the  church  might  insist 
upon  its  discipline,  and  leave  others  who  were  not  disposed 
to  conform  to  the  authority  of  the  church  to  pursue 
another  course.  The  Court  would  be  aware  that  the  rubric 
was  altered  in  the  time  of  Edward  the  Sixth  (a),  and  in 
the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second  (J) ;  in  the  years  1548, 
1552,  and  1660.  It  was  by  the  rubric  of  1548  and  1552, 
imperative  that  the  communion  should  be  received  by 
those  who  came  to  be  married  (c).  The  communion  was 
by  the  rubric  of  1552  a  part  of  the  marriage  service. 
[^Platfy  B. — When  are  the  parties  married,  before  or  after 


(a)  2  &  3  Ed.  VI.  c.  1 ;  and  seo  2  &  2  Ed.  VI.  c.  21. 
(A)  12  Car.  n.  c.  33. 

(e)  He  here  referred  to  the  Liturgy  of  1548,  called  *'  the  first  book,"  and 
alflo  that  of  1552. 
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1850.  the  oommumon  P]  The  oommunion  servioe  follo'ws  the 
bbo.v.  vows.  He  apprehended  it  could  not  be  denied,  that  until 
after  the  alteration  of  the  rubric  it  was  imperative  to  take 
the  oommunion,  and  the  question  was,  whether  altering  the 
liturgy  dispensed  with  the  degree  of  fitness  which  was  re- 
quisite to  its  being  received.  The  one  rubric  saying  that  it 
must  be  done,  and  the  other  that  ^^  it  is  convenient  to  be 
done,"  amounts  to  the  same  thing:  whether  '4t  must  be 
done  "  or  "  it  is  convenient  that  it  should  be  done,"  it  is 
implied  that  the  parties  must  be  fit  for  it.  [Aldersouy  B. — 
You  admit  that  it  maybe  received  afterwards  ;  unless  they 
have  the  power  of  prophecy,  they  cannot  tell  that  they  will 
not  be  fit  to-morrow.]  He  then  referred  to  the  canons  of 
1603,  which  were  instituted  when  the  communion  was  impe- 
ratively necessary  to  the  marriage  service.  The  68th  canon 
provides  a  punishment  on  refusal  to  bury  or  to  christen ; 
the  60th  canon  relates  to  confirmation ;  the  26th  and  27th 
canons  provide  that  offenders  and  schismatics  be  repulsed 
from  communion :  but  there  is  no  canon  which  provides  any 
penalty  for  refusing  the  rite  of  mairiage,  because  the 
rubric  gives  the  clergyman  the  power  to  decide  whether 
there  is  any  lawful  impediment:  it  gives  him  a  general 
authority.  There  were  many  authorities  in  the  church  who 
had  adopted  those  views  since  the  last  alteration  of  the 
rubric.  He  referred  to  "  Notes  on  the  Common  Prayer"  {a) ; 
Com.  de  imped,  matri.  (b) ;  Hooker,  (c) ;  Discourse  on 
Confirmation,  by  Jeremy  Taylor  {d)  ;  Cardwell's  History 
of  Conferences  {e) ;  Bishop  Wilson's  Works  (/) ;  he  also 
referred  to  Dr.  Hook's  Works  {g) ;  Archbishops  Sharpe  (A) 

(a)  By  OyeraU,  GoufiinB,  and  Andrews.  He  read  from  Nichols's  Com- 
mentary on  Common  Prayer,  additional  notes,  p.  60. 

(fi)  P.  61. 

(c)  Vol.  2,  p.  433.  Hooker  wrote  before  the  alteration  of  the  liturgy, 
when  confibnnation  was  necessary. 

(rf)  Vol.  V.  p.  666.    By  Eden,  "  Discourse  on  Confirmation.*' 

(o)  Pp.  331—364 ;  answer  given,  p.  360.  (/)  Vol.  i.  p.  25. 

{g)  P.  604.  (A)  P.  9.    A.  d.  1700. 
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and  GWndall  («).   [Piatt,  B. — ^Is  it  neoesflaiy  to  experience       1850. 
the  desire  to  be  oonfinned  before  marriage  P  it  may  come      reoTt! 
upon  him  afterwards.]    He  apprehended  the  fitness  must        ^^'™* 
piecede  the  right ;  how  was  it  before  the  stat.  26  Geo.  11. 
0.  33,  bj  wMoh  all  parties  were  required  to  be  married  in 
the  church  P    That  statute  (which  may  have  affected  the 
rubric  as  previously  in  force)  having  been  repealed,  the  old 
law  of  the  church  was  revived  in  its  fullest  force.    The  stat. 
6  &  7  Will.  rV.  0.  85  (J)  (under  which  the  indictment  is 
framed),  however,  alters  the  rubric  so  far  as  the  publication 
of  bans  is  concerned,  and  so  far  only.    Part  of  the  argu- 
ment against  the  defendant  derives  force  from  the  infre- 
quency  of  the  administration  of  the  communion. 

Another  lawful  impediment  was  that  the  parties  were  at 
the  time  living  in  a  state  of  concubinage,  that  they  were  both 
in  a  state  of  impenitence  and  sin,  Lapaley  v.  Cfrieraon  {c). 
[Wilde,  C.  J. — ^What  could  be  a  more  decisive  proof  of 
repentance  than  coming  to  be  married  P  Alderson,  B* — 
Previous  cohabitation  is  not  stated  as  an  impediment  to 
marriage :  that  point  however  is  not  reserved  in  the  case.] 

The  next  objection  was,  that  the  parties  were  not  of  age, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  consent  of  parents.  The 
62nd  and  the  100th  canons  of  1603  expressly  forbid  the 
clergy  to  marry  minors  without  the  consent  of  the  parents. 
[Alderaon,  B. — Giving  notice  at  registrar's  office  is  equiva- 
lent to  a  publication  of  bans.  The  minister  should  marry 
if  the  bans  are  published.]  Council  1322,  (Beynolds,) 
Johnson's  Can.  Law.  1347. 

The  next  point  was,  that  the  minister  was  to  be  the  judge 
whether  there  was  any  impediment  to  the  performance  of  the 
ceremony,  and  here  he  had  adjudged  that  an  impediment 
existed.  [Alderaon,  B.— You  say  that  if  he  exercises  his 
judgment  bond,  fide  it  is  not  a  matter  on  which  he  can  be 
indicted.] 

(a)  p.  11.    A.  D.  1671.  (*)  Sec.  1.  (<?)  1  Q.  &  Kn.  N.  S.  498. 
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1850.  The  next  point  was  that  the  facts  of  this  case  did  not 

ji^Bfk.v.  disdose  any  offence  within  the  statute.  There  was  not  a 
sufficient  tender  of  the  parties  to  be  married ;  the  woman 
was  certainly  present  upon  the  last  occasion,  but  that  was 
at  nine  o'clock  in  the  evening,  whereas  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
parties  to  have  presented  themselves  at  a  time  when  they 
could  have  been  married,  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  36. 
The  offence  is,  not  refusing  to  solemnize  a  marriage  when- 
ever the  parties  may  present  themselves ;  it  is,  not  solemniz- 
ing the  marriage  after  the  notice  and  certificate,  in  like 
manner  as  after  the  due  publication  of  bans ;  that  is,  in  the 
ordinary  course  and  during  canonical  hours.  Ifthisisany 
offence  at  all,  it  is  purely  an  ecclesiastical  offence ;  but  it  is 
at  the  most  only  expressing  an  intention  of  breaking  the  law. 
That  might  have  been  reijioved  before  the  14th  August, 
or  the  party  might  not  have  called  upon  the  defendant  to 
perform  the  ceremony  at  the  time.  Supposing  that  they 
had  a  right  to  be  married  whenever,  they  presented  them- 
selves in  canonical  hours,  or  whatever  else  the  clergyman 
was  bound  to  do,  he  was  not  bound  to  make  any  previous 
arrangement.  [^Pattesoriy  J. — It  may  be  a  question  whether 
his  refusal  altogether  did  not  render  any  further  applica- 
tion unnecessary.]  Phillpotts  v.  JSvans  (a)  ;  Ripley  v. 
UPClure,  (J).  There  can  be  no  refusal  imtil  there  has  been 
a  performance  of  the  condition  precedent ;  until  then  the 
duty  does  not  arise,  the  words  of  the  statute  are  "not 
marrying,"  not  "refusing."  This  was  not  an  absolute  re- 
fusal to  many,  only  a  conditional  one. 

Another  objection  was,  that  there  was  a  variance  at  the 
trial,  upon  the  notice ;  the  notice  was  improperly  described. 

Another  objection,  that  there  was  no  statement  that  the 
church  was  within  the  Leigh  Union. 

There  was  no  proof  that  the  chapel  was  licensed,  nor  that 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  475.    See  S.  C,  affirmed,  19  L.  J.,  195,  Ex. 
lb)  18  L.  J*.,  419,  Ex. 
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the  parties  lived  within  the  district  of  the  chapel.    If  the       1850. 
chapel  was  not  licensed  for  the  celebration  of  marriages,  no      js.za.v, 
offence  had  been  committed.  Stats.  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  86,  ss.       ^^^ 
26,  39,  and  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  22,  ss.  33,  34  {a). 
The  only  evidence  was  that  marriages  had  taken  place  in  the 
church.  That  was  not  enough,  because  they  mi^ht  have  been 

arisen  that  marriages  had  been  celebrated  there,  but  that  was 
not  stronger  than  the  presumption  of  the  innocence  of  the 
defendant.  It  was  necessary  to  have  produced  the  bishop's 
licence:  it  was  also  necessary  that  one  of  the  parties  should 
have  lived  within  the  district  {b).  The  district  alluded  to 
in  the  case  is  the  district  of  the  union,  and  not  of  the  chapel. 
[AMeraonj  B. — ^The  union  includes  the  whole  parish.] 

He  had  to  submit  that  this  was  not  an  indictable  offence : 
in  the  statute  there  were  no  words  expressly  making  this 
an  indictable  offence.  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  36. 
The  act  of  marriage  is  a  private  right,  and  the  Act  com- 
plained of  is  not  one  that  concerns  the  public.  Davk  v. 
Black  {c)  was  a  case  where  a  party  brought  an  action 
against  a  clergyman  for  refusing  to  marry,  and  although 
the  case  went  off  on  another  point,  the  Court  expressed 
great  doubts  whether  such  an  action  could  be  maintained; 
but,  allowing  that  an  action  might  be  maintained,  it  did  not 
follow  that  an  indictment  would  lie ;  the  presumption  would 
be  the  contrary,  for  if  the  party  had  a  private  remedy  it 
would  go  to  show  that  it  was  not  a  public  grievance,  Rex  v. 
Richards  {d).  \_Alder8ony  B. — The  difference  between  this 
case  and  that  of  a  public  right,  is  that  a  public  right  con- 
cerns everybody,  this  only  the  particular  individual.  Here 
the  refusal  applied  to  the  individual  only,  the  trial  of  the  right 

(a)  See  Taunton  t.  Wyborn^  2  Camp.  297 ;  Rex  v.  Northjield,  2  Dong. 
669;  Eodwell  t.  Ridge,  1  C.  &  P.  220;  Gregory  v.  Tuffs,  6  0.  &  P,  271 ; 
Oalbini  v.  Zaborie,  5  T.  B.  244. 

(b)  7  Wm.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  34. 

\e)  1  Q.  B.  900 ;  S.C.I  Ot.&  D.  432.  (d)  8  T.  E.  634. 
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1850.  86  to  one  does  not  affect  others.  Patteson^  J.,  refeired  to 
Hkj. <;.  ^^^  ^^  Prin{a).  Coleridge^  J.,  to  Reg.  v.  NoU{b)\\ 
Rex  y.  Pawlyn  {c)^  and  cases  cited  in  Bac.  Abr.  {d) ;  Cfrem^ 
V.  Buccle-churchea  {e) ;  Crowther^B  case  (/) ;  2Z^iP  v.  Z^cJgr- 
ingham  {g),  \Alder8onj  B. — ^Does  the  statute  here  com- 
mand him  to  do  it.]  He  thought  not.  There  were  words 
in  the  statute  which  showed  that  there  was  no  intention  to 
give  a  remedy  in  the  temporal  Courts:  "  he  shall  solemnize 
marriage  after  such  notice  and  certificate  as  aforesaid,  in 
like  manner  as  after  the  publication  of  bans."  [^Aldersan^  B. 
— ^That  may  make  it  a  matter  for  the  judgment  of  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court.]  Coupling  that  with  the  former  declaration 
that  *'  the  rubric  shall  be  observed,"  he  thought  it  was 
dear  that  it  was  a  matter  for  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction 
only.  Co.  litt.  (A).  "  And  here  is  implied  a  maxim  of 
the  common  law,  that  where  the  right  is  spiritual  and  the 
remedy  thereof  only  by  the  ecclesiastical  law,  the  conusance 
thereof  doth  appertain  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court."  Again 
(t),  "  another  maxim  of  the  law,  that  where  the  statute  or 
common  law  giveth  remedy  in  foro  secularij  (whether  the 
matter  be  temporal  or  spiritual,)  the  conusance  of  that  cause 
belongeth  to  the  king's  Temporal  Courts  only;  unless  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Ecdesiastical  Court  be  saved  or  allowed 
by  the  same  statute  to  proceed  according  to  the  ecclesias- 
tical laws."  He  apprehended  this  statute  gave  no  remedy 
in  faro  seculari  whatever.  The  Act  of  Umformity  (k)  and 
all  the  other  statutes  {I)  re-enact  the  rubric.    There  were 


(a)  11  Ad.  &  E.  727.  (b)  4  Q.  B.  768. 

(c)  2  Sid.  208.  (d)  "Indictment"  (E). 

le)  1  Leon.  323.  (/)  Cro.  Eliz.  655. 

iff)  I  Mod.  71 ;  lb.  288.  (A)  96,  a. 

(t)  Co.  Litt.  96,  b. 

(k)  2  &  3  Ed.  YI.  c.  1,  perpetuated  by  5  Anne,  o.  5. 

(0  See  2  &  3  Ed.  YI.  o.  21 ;  13  Oar.  n.  c.  23 ;  6  &  7  WiU.  m.  c.  6 ; 
7  &  8  WiU.  m.  c.  35;  9  &  10  WUl.  III.  c.  35 ;  4  Anne,  c.  12;  10  Anne, 
c,  19;  6  Geo.  n.  c.  33 ;  4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76. 
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many  cases  upon  this  point :  Lionel  Copley^a  case  {a) ;       1850. 
JUiddkton  v.  Crq/i  (6) ;  Ckrk  v.  Aldrich  {c) ;  Nicholson  v.       j^^  ^ 
Squire  (rf) ;  Wenmouth  v,  Collins  {e).    These  were  all  autho-       J^^ies. 
rities  to  show  that  unless  the  statute  gives  an  authority  to 
the  temporal  Oonrts,  the  authority  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts  is  not  taken  away.    There  is  no  precedent  in  the 
law,  of  not  maiiying  upon  publication  of  banns,  being  a 
temporal  offence. 

The  next  point  was,  there  was  no  averment  on  the  re- 
cord that  the  parties  might  lawfully  marry.  Such  an  aver- 
ment was  necessary.  "Where  by  any  law  or  canon  in 
force,  before  the  passing  of  the  said  act,  it  is  provided  that 
any  marriage  may  he  solemnized  after  publication  of  banns." 
Stat.  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  o.  22,  s.  36.  [Aldersan,  B.— 
Consistently  with  this  case,  they  might  have  been  half- 
brother  and  sister  by  different  fathers.] 

Next  objection,  no  averment  that  the  parties  were  ready 
and  wilUn^  and  in  a  condition  to  marry  on  the  14th,  or  at 
^j  an.  'hen  the,  m^  to  u'm.r^  vL  r. 
Black  (/).  [Wilde^  C.  J. — ^And  no  averment  that  they 
continued  ready  and  willing.]    No. 

Another  point  was,  that  there  was  no  averment  on  the 
record  that  the  church  was  within  the  registrar's  district. 
The  registrar  has  no  power  to  issue  a  certificate  for  mar- 
riage out  of  hia  district.  Ex  parte  Brady  {g). 

Again,  there  was  no  averment  that  the  church  was  one 
in  which  marriages  could  be  solemnized.    It  is,  by  stat.  6 

(a)  Hard.  B.  406.  {b)  2  Stza.  1056. 

(r)  2  Wilfl.  78.  (rf)  16  Ves.  jun.  269  a. 

(e)  2  Ld.  Baym.  850;  see  aJao  £«x  t.  CoUridgey  2  B.  &  A.  806;  Tit' 
march  v.  Chapman,  1  D.  &  L.  732,  mode  of  burying  dead ;  Eex  v.  Si,  Feter^s, 
5  T.  B.  364,  maldng  church  rates ;  Barnes  v.  Shore,  8  Q.  B.  640,  irregu- 
larities in  performance  of  service ;  Ex  parte  Williams,  4  B.  &  C.  313 ;  Wilson 
Y.  Oreaves,  1  Burr.  241,  brawling  in  church ;  Searle  t.  Williams,  Hob.  290 ; 
4  Inst.  c.  64 ;  Com.  Dig.  "  Prohibition." 

(/)  1  Q.  B.  900 ;  1  G.  &  D.  432,  S.  C,  {g)  8  Dow.  332. 
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1850.       &  7  Will.  rV.  c.  86,  s.  39,  made  a  felony  to  many  in  any 

Beo.  V,      other  than  a  licensed  chnroh. 

James.  There  was  no  averment  that  the  notice  stated  that  the 

church  was  in  the  district.  [Patteson^  J. — ^It  is  a  little 
ambiguous ;  "  being  in  the  district,"  may  have  been  in- 
tended as  an  averment  that  it  was  in  the  district.]  That 
would  not  do  for  a  finding  of  the  jury. 

It  was  not  shown  in  the  indictment  that  the  defendant 
was  in  holy  orders  of  the  Ohurch  of  England,  or  a  person 
who  could  solemnize  marriage.  It  merely  says  that  he  wbjs 
a  minister  of  the  church ;  that  might  have  been  of  a  Catho- 
lic or  Presbyterian  chapel.  [^Coleridgej  J. — ^He  is  called 
"  clerk."]  That  applies  equally  to  the  minister  of  a  Eoman 
Catholic  chapel ;  besides,  it  applies  to  his  condition  at  the 
time  of  the  indictment,  and  not  at  the  time  of  the  offence 
said  to  have  been  committed.  For  these  reasons  he 
thought  the  indictment  could  not  be  supported. 

Oromptan  (with  him  the  Attomey^Qeneral  and  KnowleSy 
Q.  C),  in  support  of  the  conviction. — ^This  was  a  criminal 
offence  as  being  a  disobedience  and  contempt  of  the  Statute. 
The  crime  is,  that  on  the  2nd  of  August  he  refused,  be- 
cause at  that  time  he  was  required  to  take  the  proper 
steps  and  make  an  appointment,  whidi  he  was  bound  to 
make  within  the  rubric.  If  he  says  he  wiU  not  do  it  at  the 
time,  the  parties  could  take  no  other  course ;  they  could 
not  go  and  make  a  demand  in  the  parish  church,  creating 
a  disturbance ;  when  were  they  to  go  to  the  church  P  there 
was  no  reason  for  any  particular  day  or  time.  [^Aldersony 
B. — ^How  do  you. get  over  the  objection  that  there  was 
no  sufficient  tender  P]  The  fallacy  arose  from  considering 
this  in  the  same  way  as  a  tender  of  money  (a). 


(a)  Orompton  had  aigaed  thns  far,  when  the  AUomep'Oefural,  who  had 
been  a  short  time  absent,  retumedinto  Court,  andsaidthat  the  greatpoint  which 
it  was  desired  that  the  Court  should  consider,  wa£  whether  the  clergyman  had 
a  right  to  refuse.    He  felt  he  had  no  right  to  ask  the  Court  to  enter  into  a 
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Wilde,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  has  failed  1850. 
upon  its  merits.  He  was  not  called  upon  to  perform  the  lisa.v. 
service  at  a  time  when  it  could  have  been  performed.  Jajiks. 

Alderson,  B. — ^It  is  perfectly  dear  there  was  no  suflBi- 
dent  tender ;  and  I  cannot  get  over  the  want  of  an  aver- 
ment, that  these  were  parties  who  might  have  been  legally 
married. 

Patteson,  J.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

speculative  question,  which  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Court  to  decide. 
{WUde,  0.  J.— We  mxist  direct  our  attention  to  those  points  sabmitted  to  ns, 
and  which  it  becomes  necessary  for  ns  to  decide.] 
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The  Queen  against  William  Case. 
1850.       ASSAXJLT.— DIRECTION  TO  JURY. 

SaturdaVf 

•^Mw«  1-  w         "  William  Case  was  tried  before  me,  at  the  last  April 
Where  a  medi-    Quarter  Sessions  for  the  Borough  of  Dover,  for  an  assault 

caiman  had  •%r         -r 

connection  Upon  Mary  Impett. 

fourteen  years  *^  The  defendant  was  a  medical  practitioner,  and  Mary 

pretencethat he  Impett,  who  was  fourteen  years  old,  was  placed  imder  his 

hermedicaSy;  professional  caro  by  her  parents,  in  consequence  of  illness 

found  tiiS^t  arising  from  suppressed  menstruation.   The  defendant  gave 

gMTOs^o-  ^^^  medicines,  and  on  the  occasion  of  her  going  to  his 

nltuTO  ^the  house  and  informing  him  she  was  no  better,  he  observed, 

act^^d  that,  <  Then  I  must  try  further  means  with  you.'    He  then  took 

confiding  in  •'  •' 

him,  she  offered  hold  of  her  and  laid  her  down  in  his  surgery,  lifted  up  her 

no  resistance,  ,        o     ./  ?  ^  -t 

but  did  not         clothcs,  and  had  carnal  connection  with  her ;  she  making  no 

consent,  it  was  .  , 

held  that  he        resistance,  believing  (as  she  stated)  that  she  was  submitting 

was  properly 
convictM  of  an  assault. 

The  question  of  fraud  or  no  fraud,  as  the  means  of  obtaining  a  consent  in  such  a  case,  need 
not  be  specifically  left  to  the  jury  for  them  to  find  as  a  fact ;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  case  is  so  left 
to  them  that  fraud  in  law,  or  no  fraud,  must  be  assumed  £rom  tiieir  verdict  upon  the  case  as  left 
to  them. 

It  would  not  be  proper  to  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  act  was  done  with  a  view  to 
cure  the  girl  of  an  illness  from  which  she  was  suffering ;  because,  such  an  act  could  not  be  so 
justified. 

A  consent  obtained  by  fraud  is  equivalent  to  no  consent. 

On  an  indictment  for  an  assault  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted,  although  upon  the  evidence 
the  offence  should  amount  to  a  rape. 

Sembky  consent  or  no  consent  may  depend  upon  the  age  of  the  party,  regard  being  had  to 
the  probability  of  her  being  deceived  as  to  the  nature  of  the  act. 


(a)  This  case  first  came  before  this  Court  in  Easter  Term  last,  on  Saturday,  April  27th,  when 

Home^  for  the  prisoner,  applied  that  the  case  might  be  sent  back  to  the  Beoorder  to  amend, 

on  the  ground  that  a  material  fact  was  not  stated ;  and  tiiat  the  case  was  so  stated  that  the 

proper  question  was  not  raised  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  even  if  any  question  was  raised 

Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. — Suppose  the  case  to  be  perfect  upon  the  face  of  it,  it  would  lead  to 
bad  consequences  if  gentlemen  were  to  be  allowed  to  rise  and  say  that  the  case  was  improperly 
stated.  Is  Mr.  BodMn  [the  Beoorder  who  submitted  the  case]  dissatisfied  with  the  statement? 
You  had  better  refer  the  matter  to  him.    Let  it  stand  over. 
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to  medioal  treatment  for  the  ailiuent  under  which  she       1850. 
laboured.  BEa.tr. 

"  The  defendant's  coTineel,  in  his  address  to  the  jury,        ^^^' 
contended  that  the  girl  was  a  consenting  party,  and  there- 
fore that  the  charge  of  assault  could  not  be  sustained. 

"  I  told  the  jury  that  the  girl  was  of  an  age  to  consent 
to  a  man  having  carnal  connection  with  her,  and  that  if 
they  thought  she  consented  to  such  connection  with  the 
defendant,  he  ought  to  be  acquitted;  but  that  if  they  were 
satisfied  she  was  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  the  defendant's 
act,  and  made  no  resistance  solely  from  a  bond  fid^  belief 
that  the  defendant  was  (as  he  represented)  treating  her 
medically  with  a  view  to  her  cure,  his  conduct,  in  point  of 
law,  amounted  to  an  assault. 

"The  jury  found  the  defendant  guilty ;  and  he  was  sen- 
tenced to  be  imprisoned  for  eighteen  calendar  months  in 
the  borough  gaol,  where  he  now  remains. 

"I  have  to  pray  the  judgment  of  my  Lords  and  Barons, 
sitting  in  a  Court  of  Appeal,  whether  my  direction  to  the 
jury  was  correct  in  point  of  law  P 

"  Wm.  H.  Bodkin, 

"  Eecorder  of  Dover. 

"Jprt7, 1850." 

Homey  for  the  prisoner.  [Coleridge^  J. — "  Making  no 
resistance  "  cannot  be  carried  further  than  the  mere  nega- 
tive.] He  apprehended  that  it  might  be  taken  to  mean 
assent,  and  where  there  is  a  consent  in  fact  it  is  no  longer 
an  assault.  \Coleridgey  J. — ^Look  at  the  other  part  of 
the  evidence,  "Then  I  must  try  further  means  with  you  ;" 
this  must  have  been  understood  as  medical  means.]  If  the 
act  had  appeared  to  be  the  result  of  fraud  or  of  misconduct, 
on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that  is  a  question  which  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jury  and  found  by  them  as  a  fact;  but 
the  jury  found  no  such  fact ;  and  the  means  employed,  it 
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1850.  would  appear,  had  really  produced  the  required  effect ;  and 
-Bjsa.v.  much  as  the  act  itself  was  to  be  reprobated,  this  Court  would 
not  assume  fraud,  although  the  facts  would,  no  doubt,  have 
warranted  the  jury  in  coming  to  that  conclusion.  [Alder' 
soTiy  B. — Surely  the  jury  have  found  that  there  was  fraud 
here.]  The  question  was  not  put  to  them,  and  they  (did 
not  find  it,  and  we  are  not  now  to  assume  what  they  would 
have  found.  [Phtty  B. — ^Do  you  contend  there  may  be 
imposition  and  no  fraud  P]  He  did  not  mean  to  contend 
that ;  but  the  question  here  really  was  whether  there  had 
been  a  consent  in  fact,  because  if  there  had  been,  and  it  had 
not  been  brought  about  by  fraud,  the  prisoner  was  entitled 
to  an  acquittal  on  this  indictment.  [Pattesotiy  J.  read  the 
direction  of  the  learned  Eecorder.  AldersoUf  B. — "  As  he 
represented,"  must  mean  '^falsely  represented."  If  you  con- 
cede that  position  you  cannot  argue  this  case ;  fraud  being 
assumed,  I  think  you  are  out  of  Court.]  He  referred  to 
Beg.  V.  Bead  (a),  and  said  that  the  definition  of  assent  was 
well  put  in  a  note  to  that  case :  he  also  referred  to  Beg,  v. 
Martin  (6),  Beg.  v.  Banks  (c).  Beg.  v.  Meredith  {d).  It 
is  a  well-established  rule  that  children  may  give  an  assent, 
and  thereby  prevent  the  fact  from  amounting  to  an  assault. 
It  might  be  said  that  this  was  no  consent,  but  it  was  a 
consent ;  in  fact  an  idiot  might  consent,  Beg.  v.  Byan  (&), 


(a)  1  Den.  Cr.  Ca.  377 ;  ;and  see  8.  C.  infra,  p.  62 ;  18  L.  J.,  M.  C.  88 ; 
and  13  Jar.  68. 

(A)  2M.C.C.  123;  9  0.  &  P.  213,  iS.  C.  {c)  80.&P.674. 

(rf)  8  0.  &  P.  689. 

{e)  2  Cox,  Cr.  Ca.  116 ;  and  see  per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Reg.  y.  Read^  snpra, 
p.  64.  In  the  endeavour  to  ajBceitoin  whether  an  idiot  did  or  did  not  oonsent, 
there  being  no  direct  evidence,  the  only  poemble  course  ia  to  leave  it  to  the 
jury  as  a  probability  arising  from  her  general  conduct :  this  couiBe  was 
pursued  in  Reg.  v.  Eyan,  which  was  an  indictment  for  a  rape  upon  an  idiot ; 
one  80  completely  an  idiot,  that  when  asked  questions  in  the  witness  box, 
(according  to  the  report,)  was  evidently  unconscious  of  their  purport,  and  not 
in  a  condition  to  understand  right  from  wrong.  In  that  case,  Flatty  B.,  asked 
the  girl's  father  as  to  her  general  habits  and  character,  toith  the  view  of 
eliciting  the  probability  of  her  having  been  a  comenting  party.    Hor  father 
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and  so  may  a  child  of  tender  years.     [Platty  B.— The  pro-       1850. 
seoutrix  did  not  consent  to  a  pollution  of  her  body.]      J^ 


stated  her  general  habits  to  have  been  those  of  decency  and  propriety,  and  in 
summing  up,  his  Lordship  said—"  The  question  is,  did  the  connection  take 
place  with  her  consent  P  It  seems  that  she  was  incapable  of  judging,  and  it 
is  important  to  consider  whether  a  young  person  in  such  a  state  of  incapacity 
was  likely  to  consent  to  the  embraces  of  this  man ;  because  if  her  habits,  how- 
ever irresponsible  she  might  be,  were  loose  and  indecent,  there  might  be  a 
probability  of  such  consent  being  given,  and  a  jury  might  not  think  it  safe  to 
oondude  that  she  was  not  a  willing  party.  But  here  the  presumption  is  that 
the  young  woman  would  not  have  consented ;  and  if  she  was  in  a  state  of  un- 
oonsdousness  at  the  time  the  connection  took  place,  whether  it  was  produced 
by  any  act  of  the  prisoner  or  by  any  act  of  her  own,  any  one  having  connec- 
tion with  her  would  be  guilty  of  a  rape.  If  you  believe  that  she  was  in  a 
state  of  unconsciousness,  the  law  presumes  that  the  connection  took  place 
without  her  consent,  and  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  the  crime  charged."  The 
prisoner  was  found  guilty. 

We  have,  as  a  fact  to  start  with,  an  idiot,  unconscious  of  the  meaning  of 
questions  put  to  her,  not  in  a  condition  to  understand  right  from  wrong,  and 
incapable  of  exercising  any  judgment,  and  the  jury  are  called  upon  to  give  a 
direction  and  a  character  to  her  mind.  There  are  different  degrees  of  idiocy,  but 
the  principle  here  asserted  is  general* — "that  an  idiot  may  consent."  Who  is 
an  idiot  P  "An  idiot,  or  natural  fool,  is  one  that  hath  no  understanding  from 
his  nativity,  and  therefore  is  by  law  presumed  never  likely  to  attain  any," 
(Fitz.  b.  1,  c.  11,  8.  10).  "  He  who  from  his  nativity  is  by  a  perpetual  infir- 
mity non  compos  mentii,^*  (Co.  Litt.  247  0).  "  One  sine  mente,  without  his 
mind  or  discretion,"  (lb).  "He  who  shall  be  said  to  be  an  idiot  from  his 
birth,  is  such  a  person  who  cannot  account  or  number  20  pence,'nor  can  tell 
who  was  his  father  or  mother,  nor  how  old  he  is,  &c.  So,  as  it  may  appear, 
he  hath  no  understanding  of  reason  what  shall  be  for  his  profit  or  what  for 
his  loss.  But  if  he  hath  any  understanding,  that  he  know  and  understand 
his  letters,  and  read  by  teaching  or  information  of  another  man,  then  it 
seemeth  he  is  not  a  natural  idiot,"  (Fitz.  N.  B.  233)  .f  "A  man  is  not  an 
idiot  if  he  hath  a  glimmering  of  reason,  so  that  he  can  teU  his  parents,  his 
age,  or  the  like  common  matters,"  (Jac.  Law  Die.  "  Idiot "). 

These  are  some  of  the  many  legal  definitions  of  an  idiot,  with  which  me- 

*  See  per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Reg,  v.  Bead,  sup.  p.  64. 

t  Lord  Hale,  1  F.  G.  c.  4,  p.  29,  adopts  Fitz.  but  adds, "  These  though  they 
may  be  evidences,  yet  they  are  too  narrow  and  conclude  not  always ;  for 
idioey  or  not  is  a  question  of  fact  triable  by  jury,  and  sometimes  by  inspec- 
tion," and  see  Dyer,  25;  Moore,  4,  pi.  11 ;  Bro. "  Idiots,"  Lord  Hale,  p.  34,  says 
also, "  A  man  that  is  surdua  et  mutus  a  nativitate  is,  in  presumption  of  law,  an 
idiot,"  &c.  Such  a  presumption  could,  however,  scarcely  exist  at  the  present 
day  in  the  mind  of  any  one  who  was  at  all  acquainted  witb.  our  Deaf  and  Dumb 
Asyhuns. 


V. 

Casb. 
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1850.       Perhaps  not ;  but  that  observation  equally  applied  to  tba 
j^^^       case  of  Beg.  v.  Ready  where  it  was  held  that  the  child 
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dical  writen  generally  agree,  except  that  they  ixuut  on  yaiions  degrees  of 
idiocy  as  of  lunacy.  Guy,  in  his  For.  Med.  220,  after  a  general  deecr^tion 
of  idiots,  observes  of  them,  that  "  Sensation  is  not  followed  by  perception ; 
their  attention  cannot  be  roused,  and  they  are  therefore  incapable  of  instrac- 
tion ;  they  shew  scarcely  a  trace  of  memory,  judgment,  or  imagination,  and  have 
even  less  instinct  than  the  brutes.'**  And  then,  again,  "  Some  idiots  display 
slight  glimpses  of  intelligence :  their  attention  can  be  roused  by  strong  im- 
pression on  the  senses:  they  look  at  certain  objects,  go  for  their  food  and 
take  it,  and  recognise  those  who  take  care  of  them,  indicate  the  objects  of 
their  desires  by  cries  and  gestures,  manifest  pleasure  and  pain,  but  are  help- 
less, require  to  be  dressed  and  undressed,  put  to  bed,  and  placed  where  they 
are  to  remain.  Others  can  move  from  place  to  place,  go  through  a  routine 
of  movements,  laugh  mechanically,  utter  inarticulate  sounds,  as  if  for  amuse- 
ment, himi  some  simple  airs,  become  attached  to  particular  places  and 
persons ;  they  are,  however,  deficient  in  powers  of  thought  and  attention, 
and  when  left  to  themselves  are  careless,  slothful,  filthy,  lazy,  and  timid.  At 
the  period  of  puberty  th^  display  their  sexual  passion  by  offensive  ges- 
tures and  habits,  are  subject  to  attacks  of  nymphomania^  or  satyriasis,  and  to 
Jits  of  violence  ;  or  they  grow  dejected,  and  sink  under  a  gradual  decay  of 
health,  (Guy's  For.  Med.  222,  where  see  further  description). 

Taking  into  account  the  natural  prejudice  which  arises  against  any  man 
who  is  proved  to  have  had  connection  with  such  an  unfortunate  creature,  and 
the  disposition  to  punish  such  a  one,  perhaps  severely,  it  must  be  confessed 
that  the  odds  are  very  greatly  against  the  prisoner.  A  jury,  composed  of  per- 
sons who,  perhaps,  have  never  before  given  the  slightest  consideration  to  the 
subject,  and  are  at  the  moment  unable  to  attach  to  it  the  importance  it  re- 
quires, are  called  upon  to  decide  upon  the  probability  of  the  consent  of  the 
prosecutrix,  which  can  alone  have  had  its  origin  in  a  mind,  have  been  an 
impulse  of  nature,  or  the  consequence  of  an  affection  of  the  generative  pro- 
perties. To  take  her  previous  habits  as  a  test  of  her  conduct  on  a  subsequent 
occasion  is  most  fallacious.*  It  is  adopting  a  test  whereby  to  judge  of  her 
mind  as  influencing  her  oonduct.f  How  can  they  judge  of  that  which  is  not  ? 
But  they  do  judge :  they  judge  of  the  probability  of  an  idiot's  acts  by  the  im- 
pression, which  their  knowledge  of  human  nature  in  its  more  perfect  condition, 
has  produced  upon  their  mind.    Would  a  jury,  composed  of  persons  who  had 

*  In  a  case  (rape)  which  occurred  at  Liverpool  Ass.  Mic.  18i4,  the  prosecu- 
trix was  a  deaf  and  dumb  woman,  with  scarcely  any  understanding,  and  Fol' 
lock,  C.  B.,  said,  *'  It  may  be  permitted  to  inquire  into  the  life  and  character  of 
the  woman,  to  judge  what  effect  is  to  be  given  to  certain  parts  of  her  con- 
duct." 

t  About  four  years  ago,  a  counsel,  defending  a  prisoner  at  Liverpool  for  bes- 
tiality with  an  ass,  asked  the  jury  whether  they  thought  the  ass  would  have 
submitted  to  such  a  degradation* 
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assented,  not  knowing  what  she  was  about.    No  question      1850. 
was  there  raised,  whether  she  knew  the  character  of  the  act.      Rua.  0. 


studied  for  one  week  under  a  medical  man  weU  yenediniheee  matten  speculate 
upon  such  a  poesibility,  and  come  to  an  adverse  conclusion?  No  medical  man 
lias  ever  attempted  to  explain  the  operation  of  an  idiot*s  mind.  Locke,  and 
other wiiteis  of  the  same  class,  do  not  venture  upon  it;  and  why?  because  it 
18  not.  But  it  may  be  said,  Can  we  not  judge  of  the  probability  of  certain  acts 
in  animals?  We  may,  from  their  known  habits  and  instincts,  when  perfect 
and  unimpaired ;  but  who  would  attempt  to  give  a  direction  to  the  instinct  of 
a  mad  dog  beyond  universaUy  acknowledged  facts?  Again,  who  are  to  testify 
to  these  qualities  ?  Those  who  have  been  always  associated  with  her ;  her 
friendfl,  whom  she  fears,  and  in  whose  hands  she  has  always  been  a  mere  pas- 
sive instrument.  An  idiot  may  probably,  from  many  other  than  moral  influ- 
ences, such  as  fear,  exclusion  from  society,  &c.,  conduct  herself  generally 
with  modesty  and  propriety.  Of  morality  she  knows  nothing,  "  not  knowing 
right  from  wrong."  She  is  possessed,  in  all  probability,  of  those  feelings 
which  are  the  inheritance  of  all  living  creatures;  what  is  to  check  them  in  the 
absence  of  fear,  &o.  ?  She  may  never  before  have  evinced  any  desire  for  sexual 
intercourse ;  a  variety  of  circumstances,  not  excepting  nymphomania,  may 
have  fired  her  passion :  she  may  have  played  the  wanton  in  some  phrensied 
moments,  and  have  been  herself  the  party  to  solicit  the  desired  intercourse. 
Can  the  prosecutrix  herself  be  evidence  of  her  acts?  If  she  could,  in  fact, 
what  guarantee  would  there  be  for  the  truth  of  her  statement  ?  But  she  can- 
not :  that  which  may  have  influenced  her  acts  is  gone,  and  the  poor  creature 
in  the  witness-box  is  again  a  passive  idiot,  forgetful  of  the  past  as  of  a  dream 
never  to  be  remembered."* 

It  is  never  safe  to  convict  a  man  of  a  rape  upon  an  idiot,  from  the  mere 
fact  that  he  has  had  connection  with  her,  and  the  probability  of  her  non-con- 
sent. It  would  be  better  to  make  it  an  illegal  offence  to  have  connectionf 
with  an  idiot,  supposing  we  could  mark  theboundaiy.;^  Let  the  boundary  be 
the  ordinary  cajMunty  of  a  child  under  ten  years,  in  the  estimation  of  the  jury, 
whose  province  it  always  has  been  to  decide— -whether  idiot  or  not  idiot  ? 
(1  Hole's  P.  0.  c.  4,  p.  29;  Dyer,  26;  Moore,  4,  pi.  U;  Bro.  "Idiots"). 


*  "  A  man  cannot  know  or  remember  what  acts  he  did  when  he  was  of  non- 
sane  memory,"  (1  Hale's  P.  C,  c.  4,  p.  29,  note  (a) ;  and  see  Hale's  P.  C,  p.  36.) 
"  Lunacy  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  plea  of  fton  est  factum,*^ — {Yates  v. 
JSrowfiy  Stra.  1104). 

t  The  connection  is  always  illegitimate,  because  "  an  idiot  cannot  marry; 
for  marriage  is  a  civil  contract,  the  baas  of  which  is  consent,  which  idiots  are 
incapable  of  giving,  and  therefore  of  entering  into  that  or  any  other  contract. 
Such  a  marriage  is  absolutely  void,"  (see  Shelf,  on  Lunatics,  575,  and  cases 
there  cited). 

X  "Idiocymaydifferfromitself  in  strength  by  an  infinity  of  shades;  few, 
if  any,  distinguishable  by  any  exact  criterion,  or  meaaurable  by  any  applicable 
scale,"  (1  Bent.  Bat.  of  Ev.  165). 


Casb. 
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1850.  That  is  a  direct  deoision,  that  where  there  is  an  assent  it 
itita.v.  is  ^^  assault.  [^Alderaon^  B. — Bead's  case  was  submitted 
^^'  -  as  one  of  actual  consent.]  In  order  to  prevent  its  being  an 
assault  the  age  of  the  party  consenting  is  immaterial. 
[^Aldersonj  B. — ^Unless  in  a  case  where  the  party  is  in- 
duced to  believe  the  act  to  be  different  in  its  natmre  from, 
that  which  it  really  is.]  In  this  case  it  is  not  found  that 
the  prisoner  acted  mala  fide,  and  it  does  not  necessarily 
follow  from  the  facts  that  he  did ;  it  is  clear  he  acted  with 
the  consent  of  the  prosecutrix,  and  that  it  had  the  effect  of 
curing  her.  [Cokridgey  J. — The  man  could  have  no  right 
to  pollute  her  body ;  making  no  resistance  is  not  consent- 
ing.] The  case  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  dif- 
ferently, Reg.  V.  Nicholl{a).  In  that  case,  the  facts 
of  which  were  very  similar  to  the  present,  the  learned 
Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  prosecutrix 
had  consented  in  fact ;  and  the  Judge  afterwards  held  that 
the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of  a  common  assault,  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  act 
might  have  been  against  her  will,  although  she  did  not 
resist;  here  there  was  no  such  evidence.  He  would  call 
attention  to  Reg.  v.  Saunders  {b)  and  Reg.  v.  Williams  (c), 
both  of  which  cases  he  submitted  ought  to  be  reconsidered ; 
they  were  cases  of  the  woman  consenting,  believing  the 
man  to  be  her  husband ;  and  the  party  was  found  guilty  of 
an  assault.  \Alders(yny  B. — ^In  those  cases  I  cannot  imder- 
stand  why  it  is  not  a  rape  or  nothing.]  In  Reg.  v.  Wil- 
liamSj  AldcrsoHj  B.,  said,  ''In  an  assault  of  this  nature 
there  need  not  be  resistance ;  the  fraud  is  enough."  So,  in 
this  case,  the  question  of  fraud  ought  expressly  to  have 
been  left  to  the  jury.  Assent  obtained  by  fraud  is  equiva- 
lent to  dissent ;  and,  if  penetration  is  effected,  why  is  it  not 

(0)  Buss.  &  By.  130.  {b)  8  C.  &  P.  265. 

(e)  8  C.  &  P.  286.    Alderaon,  B.,  here  obserred,  these  were  not  the  fiist 
coaes,  by  many,  of  this  species  of  offence. 
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a  rape  P  [Alderson^  B. — If  a  man  gives  a  woman  a  dose  of  1850, 
laudanum,  and  while  she  is  stupified  by  its  effects  he  has  j^"^] 
connection  with  her,  that  is  a  rape  (a).]  Suppose  the  case  ^^"*' 
of  a  lady,  of  unimpeachable  character,  to  fall  insensible, 
and  a  ruffian  to  take  advantage  of  her  in  that  state,  the 
inference  would  be  that  it  was  against  her  will.  [Alderaonj 
B. — How  can  it  be  said  that  a  woman  did  not  consent  or 
did  consent  when  she  really  had  no  will?  Suppose  the 
jury  to  find  that  they  did  not  know  whether  it  was  with,  or 
without  her  consent,  would  that  be  an  acquittal  P]  He 
thought  the  Court  ought  to  acquit,  because  the  question  of 
consent  could  not  be  raised  (6).  In  the  present  case,  if 
the  woman  did  not  consent,  it  was  a  rape;  and  the  prisoner 
must  be  acquitted  upon  this  indictment.  The  two  cases 
last  cited  carried  the  law  much  further  than  it  had  been 
carried  before,  by  making  the  question  to  turn  upon  the 
woman's  being  deceived;  whereas  the  question  really  is, 
whether  the  woman  assented  in  fact.  How  can  it,  in  this 
case,  be  said  whether  the  woman  assented  under  the  repre- 
sentation, alone,  made  to  her,  or  under  the  influence  of  her 
own  feelings  P  The  question  was,  whether  there  was  con- 
sent ;  if  there  was,  no  matter  how  it  was  brought  about, 
the  act  could  not  amount  to  an  assault.  He  submitted  that, 
in  this  case,  there  was  such  a  consent  in  point  of  fact, 
although  brought  about  by  falsehood,  as  it  was  in  cases  of 
seduction.  If  the  decision  should  be  against  the  prisoner, 
it  would  hereafter  be  difficult,  in  any  case  where  falsehood 
should  be  proved,  to  admit  a  consent.  By  an  adverse 
decision,  in  this  case,  crime  would  be  confounded;  and 
parties,  who  at  the  time  have  consented,  would  be  induced  to 
indict  with  a  view  of  saving  their  reputation. 

(a)  See  Meg.  v.  Camplin,  1  Den.  C.  C.  89;  1  C.  &  K.  746,  S,  C.  Tlait,  B., 
here  olMerved  that  betvreen  such  a  caae  and  the  present  he  could  not  see  any 
distinction  in  law. 

(p)  See  JReff.  y.  Byany  2  Cox,  Cr.  Ca.  115,  per  Flatt,  B. 
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^^^Q'  BarroxOy  for  the  Orown,  was  not  called  upon. 

Eeo.  V,  Wilde,  0.  J. — I  cannot  entertain  any  doubt  upon  this 

case.    In  the  charge  of  the  learned  Eeoorder  to  the  Jury, 
he  treats  the  prosecutrix  as  competent  to  consent,  and 
leaves  it  to  them  to  say  whether  she  did  consent,  and  if  so, 
that  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  acquitted.     [His  Lordship 
stated  the  facts  of  the  case.]    From  the  tender  age  of  the 
prosecutrix  it  may  be  that  she  was  ignorant  of  the  nature 
of  the  act;  this  point  was  submitted  to  the  jury.      The 
prisoner  committed  the  act.     Was  his  conduct  justifiable, 
on  the  ground  that  he  did  it  with  a  view  to  her  cure  P    It 
is  objected,  that  this  question  was  not  left  to  the  jury,  for 
had  it  been  they  might  have  found  it  was  done  with  that 
view.    The  question  properly  was  not  left  to  them,  because 
the  act  could  not  be  justified  under  any  circumstances.    It 
was  said  that  she  made  no  resistance ;  that  that  is  equivalent 
to  a  consent,  and  therefore  the  prisoner  was  not  guilty  of 
an  assault.    A  child  is  taken  to  have  its  tooth  drawn ;  it 
makes  no  resistance,  but  it  does  not  therefore  consent. 
Here  the  girl  submitted  under  a  misrepresentation,  and  it 
turns  out  that  there  was  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  act 
was  done  with  any  other  view  than  the  gratification  of  a 
lawless  passion.    The  child  was  disarmed,  and  she  may 
have  offered  no  resistance,  being  ignorant  of  the  nature  of 
the  act ;  or  relying  upon  the  man  as  legitimately  exercising 
his  profession,  imconscious  that  he  was  about  to  commit 
any  injury  upon  her  person.    What  she  consented  to  was 
something  different  from  what  took  place.    It  may  be  said 
that  this  was  a  rape;   a  rape  includes  an  assault;  both 
are  assaults  differing  in  degree.    I  therefore  think  the 
prisoner  was  properly  convicted. 

Alderson,  B. — ^When  a  man  obtains  possession  of  a 
woman  by  fraud,  it  is  against  her  will  and  consent.  Here 
the  possession  of  the  girl  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  it  is 
found  that  she  was  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  the  prisoner's 
act.    I  think  the  conviction  right. 


Casb. 
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Fattbson,  J. — ^There  is  a  -wide  distinotion  between  1850. 
aotiye  consent  and  passive  resistance.  The  jury  found  the  i^^^TtT 
latter ;  and,  I  think,  correctly. 

Coleridge,  J. — The  act  conunitted,  without  the  consent 
of  the  child,  is  an  assault ;  here  she  did  not  consent,  although 
she  offered  no  resistance  by  reason  of  the  fraud  practised 
upon  her  by  the  prisoner,  in  whom  she  reposed  confidence. 

Plait,  B. — Inducing  a  person  by  fraud  to  submit  to  one 
act,  cannot  be  translated  into  a  consent  to  another  act; 
what  she  consented  to  was  a  supposed  medical  operation : 
what  he  committed  was  an  assault.  He  was  therefore 
properly  convicted. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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1850. 


The  Queen  against  Charles  Hawkins. 


Saturday,        LAECENY. 
June  1. 


A  derk,  who  "  The  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the  last  adionmed  Epi- 

receives  money        _  #  * 

or  goods  di-  pnanj  G-eneral  Quarter  Sessions,  held  for  the  Borough  of 
master  for  a  Saltash,  in  the  comity  of  Cornwall. 
S^beh5fS°S  "  There  were  three  counts  in  the  indictment  (a).  The 
approprkbtes  ^^  charged  the  prisoner,  a  clerk,  with  embezzling  certain 
oTO^u8e,^2  goods,  the  property  of  William  Dummer,  his  master ;  the 
Sd  not'^i^^  second  count  charged,  in  like  manner,  an  embezzlement  of 
bezziement.        money ;  and  the  third  count  charged  a  larceny  of  the  goods 

and  money. 

^' At  the  trial  it  appeared,  that  the  prisoner  had  been  a 
derk  of  the  prosecutor,  who  was  a  navy  and  army  tailor, 
living  at  Portsmouth,  and  it  was  part  of  his  duty  to  go  on 
board  ships  and  take  orders  for  and  sell  clothes  to  the 
marine  artillery,  on  account  of  his  master.  A  short  time 
before  the  prosecution,  the  prisoner  had  been  thus  em- 
ployed on  board  the  *  Terrible,'  at  Portsmouth,  which  ship 
being  ordered  round  to  Plymouth,  the  prisoner  obtained  a 
passage  and  came  round  in  her,  being  first  intrusted  by  his 
master  with  a  quantity  of  soldiers'  clothes,  and  10/.  in 
silver  to  enable  him  to  give  change  to  customers. 

"  Whilst  at  Plymouth,  he  wrote  to  his  master,  that  he 
could  do  business  with  the  marines  of  the  ^  Gladiator,'  a 
ship  lying  there ;  and  upon  this  received  a  further  supply  of 
goods.  Not  having  made  any  remittance,  and  having  staid 
away  much  longer  than  was  reasonable,  the  prosecutor  be- 
came uneasy,  and  sent  to  Plymouth,  when  it  was  found  the 
prisoner  had  entered  as  a  seaman  in  the  ^  Gladiator,'  and 
had  sailed  in  her  for  the  coast  of  Africa.    Previous  to  the 

(a)  The  oounta  were  set  out  at  length  in  the  case  reserved. 


HAinoKS. 
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vessel  sailing,  he  wrote  to  his  master,  saying  he  would  get  1850. 
all  his  aooonnts  made  up,  and  remit  the  money  due,  from  heg.  v. 
Madeira  (through  Mr.  Steele,  the  lieutenant  of  marines) 
at  which  place  the  ^  Gladiator '  was  likely  to  touch ;  hut  it 
appeared  at  the  trial,  by  the  evidence  of  Lieutenant  Steele, 
that  he  had  never  mentioned  the  subject  to  him.  The 
^  Qladiator '  was  driven  back  to  Plymouth  by  stress  of 
weather,  on  the  same  day  as  prosecutor's  assistant  arrived, 
and  the  prisoner  was  immediately  apprehended;  but  neither 
before  or  at  the  time  was  he  asked  for  any  account ;  nor 
did  it  appear  he  had  ever  refused  to  account,  except  by 
going  to  sea,  as  above  stated,  which  it  was  contended,  for 
the  prosecution,  amounted  to  a  refusal.  There  was  no  en- 
deavour to  show  that  the  prisoner  had  received  any  money 
from  any  persons  to  whom  he  had  sold  the  goods  of  his 
master,  except  the  paper  annexed  marked  ^  D.'  (a),  which 
was  f  oimd  in  his  possession ;  but  all  such  goods  as  he  had 
been  supplied  with  were  gone,  except  a  few,  of  which  the 
handkerchie&  and  other  clothes  mentioned  in  the  indict- 
ment were  a  part,  and  these  goods  were  found  in  the  pri- 
soner's berth  on  board  the  *  Gladiator.' 

'^  Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoner,  that  inasmuch  as  he  had  received  these  goods 
from  his  master,  and  not  from  any  other  person  on  his  ac- 
count, and  also  had  not  refused  to  account,  he  could  not  be 


(a)D. 

£  9.  d, 

Cr. "  Tenible"  acoount  7  18  10 

119    0 

"Gladiator"  3  13    6 

„  0    3    0 


13  14    4 
Cash    10    0    0 

23  14    4 
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1850.       oharged  with  an  embezzlement  of  them  under  the  statute, 

-Bjsa.v.      ^^^  tb®  prosecution,  it  was  contended,  that  there  was  some 

Ha^hions.     eTidenoe  to  go  to  the  jury,  as  to  the  embezzlement  both  of 

money  and  goods ;  but  beyond  all  question  that  it  was  quite 

olear  that  the  jury  must  find  the  prisoner  guilty  under  the 

count  for  simple  larceny. 

"  These  questions  were  fully  argued  before  the  Recorder 
summed  up ;  but  he  directed  the  jury  that,  inasmuch  aa 
there  was  no  evidence  of  receipt  of  any  money  for  goods, 
and  no  demand  or  refusal  to  account,  the  jury  must  acquit 
the  prisoner  of  any  embezzlement  of  money ;  and  did  not 
make  any  comment  whatever  on  the  count  for  larceny, 
leaving  it  simply  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  was  or 
was  not  any  embezzlement  of  goods :  and  upon  this,  after 
being  locked  up  for  many  hours,  the  juiy  gave  a  verdict  of 
guilty  on  the  first  count.  And,  on  application  of  prisoner's 
counsel,  the  judgment  was  respited ;  and  the  prisoner  for 
want  of  sufficient  sureties  was  committed. 

"  The  opinion  of  the  Judges,  therefore,  is  now  respectfully 
requested,  as  to  whether  the  prisoner  was  rightfully  con- 
victed. 

"(Signed)  Wm.  Symons, 

"  Becorder  of  Saltash,  and  Ohaiiman  of  the 
"  Saltash  Quarter  Sessions." 

CoXy  for  the  prisoner.  [^Patteaony  J. — ^How  can  this 
be  embezzlement  of  goods  received  from  the  master  P  It  is 
larceny.] 

Colliery  for  the  Grown,  was  called  on. — ^There  was  con- 
clusive evidence  upon  the  third  count,  to  which  the  Ee- 
recorder  did  not  direct  the  attention  of  the  jury.  He  must 
admit  there  was  much  difficulty  in  supporting  the  oonvio^ 
tion  upon  the  first.  He  referred  to  Whittingham^s  case  (a) 
where  it  was  held  that  if  a  servant  received  the  money 

(a)  2  Leach,  P.  G.  912 ;  S,  C,  2  Bass,  on  CriznoB,  179. 
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either  from  the  master,  or  from  a  third  person  on  the       1850. 
master's  aoooimt,  it  was  sufficient  to  support  an  indictment       -SLBa.v. 
for  embezzlement  (a).    If  that  case  was  law  it  supported     B^^'^'a^rs. 
the  present  finding. 

WiLDB,  0.  J. — ^The  judgment  in  Whittingham^s  case  is 
an  obiter  dictum  only,  and  must  have  been  associated  with 
other  matters  which  are  not  now  before  the  court.  We 
think  this  conTiction  cannot  be  supported.  The  offence  is 
a  kroenj  and  not  an  embezzlement. 

(a)  And  see  HeadgeUcase^  2  Leach,  1033. 


VOL.  I.  A  A 
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The  Queen  against  Henry  Coulson  and  John  Busting. 


1850. 

Saturday,        PLEADING. 
Juns  1. 


An  indictment  "  LINCOLNSHIRE,  LIndsej  to  Wit. — ^At  a  General  Quarter 
A.  uniawf uUy  SessioiiB  of  the  Feace,  holden  at  Louth,  in  and  for  the 
pretend  that  a  parts  of  Lludsey,  in  the  county  of  LincoLi,  on  Tuesday, 
paper  w^aa  the  Sixteenth  day  of  April,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
f^^oT^'^^  and  fifty,  before  WiUiam  Dodson,  Clerk,  Chairman ; 
fideAt^^out  Kichard  Therold,  Esquire,  and  others,  Justices  of  the 
pt^f  °''*^®     Peaxje  of  the  parts  aforesaid,  Henry  Coulson  and  John 

Busting  were  tried  and  convicted  upon  an  indictment 
for  obtaining  money  and  goods  under  false  pretences,  of 
which  indictment  the  following  is  a  copy: — 

"  *  Lincolnshire,  Lindsey  to  wit. — ^The  Jurors  for  our 
lady  the  Queen,  upon  their  oath,  present  that  Henry 
Coulson,  late  of  the  parish  of  Market  Basen,  in  the  parts 
of  Lindsey  in  the  county  of  lincobi,  labourer,  and  John 
Busting,  late  of  the  same  place,  labourer,  on  the  eighth 
day  of  January,  in  the  thirteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
Sovereign  lady  Yictoria,  at  the  parish  of  Market  Basen, 
aforesaid,  in  the  parts  and  county  aforesaid,  unlawfully  did 
falsely  pretend  to  one  John  Bratlay  that  a  certain  printed 
paper,  then  and  there  produced  by  him  the  said  Henry 
Coulson,  and  by  him  offered  and  given  to  the  said  John 
Bratlay,  in  payment  for  certain  pigs  before  then  agreed  to 
be  sold  by  the  said  John  Bratlay  to  the  said  Henry  Coul- 
son, was  a  good  and  valid  promissory  note  for  the  payment 
of  five  pounds ;  by  means  of  which  said  false  pretence  the 
said  Henry  Coulson  and  John  Busting  did  then  and  there 
unlawfully  obtain  from  the  said  John  Bratlay  five  pigs, 
of  the  value  of  three  pounds  seventeen  shillings  and  six- 


TRINITY  TERM,  XIH,  VIOT.  333 

penoe,  one  piece  of  the  ouirent  gold  coin  of  this  realm  1850. 
called  a  sovereign,  of  the  value  of  twenty  shillings,  one  bxo.v. 
piece  of  the  current  silver  coin  of  this  realm  called  a  half-  ^^^i«>^- 
<at)wn,  of  the  value  of  two  shillings  and  sixpence,  and  five 
pieces  of  the  current  copper  coin  of  this  realm  called 
pennies,  of  the  value  of  five  pence,  of  the  moneys,  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Bratlay,  with  intent  then  and 
there  to  cheat  and  defraud  him  the  said  John  Bratlay  of  the 
same;  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  printed  paper 
was  not  a  good  and  valid  promissory  note  for  the  payment 
of  the  sum  of  five  pounds,  or  for  the  payment  of  any  sum 
whatever,  to  the  great  damage  and  deception  of  the  said 
John  Bratlay,  to  the  evil  example  of  all  others  in  the  like 
case  offending  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity/ 

^'  It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  prisoners  acted  in 
concert;  and  that  Coulson  offered  to  the  prosecutor,  in 
payment  of  three  pounds  seventeen  shillings  and  sixpence, 
for  certain  pigs  agreed  to  be  sold  by  him  to  the  prisoner 
Goulson,  the  printed  paper  hereunto  annexed,  which  is 
commonly  called  a  flash  note,  and  contains  the  words  and 
figures  following,  disposed  and  arranged  so  as  to  have  the 
appearance  of  a  Bank  of  England  note. 

'  £5  Bank  of  Elegance. 

No.  230.  No.  230. 

I  promise  to  pay  on  demand  the  sum  of  five  Bounds  if  I 
do  not  sell  articles  cheaper  than  anybody  else  in  the  whole 
universe. 

January  1st,  1850,  for  Myself  and  Co., 
Five.  M.  Carroll, 

56,  Albion-st.  Birmingham.' 

"  The  prosecutor  said  to  Coulson,  who  tendered  the  note, 
<  I  think  it  is  not  a  good  one.'    Busting  took  the  note  and 

aa2 
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1850.       examined  it,  and  said, '  It  is  a  fire  pound  Bank  of  England 

hbo.  17.      note,  and  will  go  anywhere.'    Prosecutor  then  took  the 

CouLsoN.     j^QJ;^^  jm^  gaYQ  Coulson  the  change,  IL  2s.  6rf.,  and  de- 

liyered  up  the  pigs,  which  he  assisted  the  prisoners  in 
driving  part  of  the  way.  The  prosecutor  said  he  could 
only  read  very  badly,  and  being  requested  in  Court  to  read 
the  note,  said  he  could  not  read  it  at  all. 

"  The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  before  which  the  pri- 
soners were  tried,  have  reserved  the  following  questions  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  at  the  request  of  the  prisoners' 
counsel : — 

"  First,  Whether  the  act  of  putting  off  the  printed  paper 
in  question  as  a  five  pound  Bank  of  England  note,  in  pay- 
ment for  goods,  amounts  to  a  false  pretence  within  the 
statute. 

'^Secondly,  Whether  the  printed  paper  should  have  been 
set  out  more  fully  in  the  indictment. 

'^  The  prisoners  were  convicted,  and  sentence  was  respited 
to  the  next  sessions.  Being  unable  to  find  bail  they  are  still 
in  custody. 

"  By  the  Court, 
"  William  Dodsox,  Chairman." 

Willmore^  for  the  prisoners. — ^There  was  no  averment  in 
this  case  that  the  prisoners  knew  at  the  time  they  pre- 
sented the  paper  that  it  was  not  what  they  represented  it 
to  be.  The  only  question  left  was  whether  the  putting  off 
was  in  itself  an  offence.  [Platte  B. — Was  there  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  a  guilty  know- 
ledge?] We  referred  to  Rex  v.  Wickham  (a),  as  exactly 
in  point  [Alderaon^  B. — The  word  "  knowingly"  is  not  in 
the  statute;  the  words  are  "any  false  pretence."]  Reg.  v. 
Boicen  {h).   Here  the  act  alleged  is  a  false  pretence,  but  it  is 

(a)  10  Ad.  &  £.  3^.  {h)  13  Jur.  1045. 


TRINITY  TERM,  XHI.  VIOT.  335 

not  60  neoessarilj  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party ;  there       1850. 
is  nothing  in  the  case  which  goes  to  show  maltis  animus  {a).       -Bxa.v. 

With  respect  to  the  second  question,  that  the  false  pre-  Coumon. 
tenoe  most  be  folly  set  out  in  the  indictment,  Beg.  v.  Wick' 
ham  is  on  aU  fours  with  the  present  case,  and  supports  the 
position  for  which  he  contended.  In  all  the  cases  the  false 
pretence  is  set  out  at  full  length;  Beg.  v.  Philpott8{b). 
[AMerson^  B. — The  only  reason  for  setting  out  the  docu- 
ment on  the  face  of  the  indictment  is  that  the  Court  may 
say  whether  it  is  an  instrument  upon  which  the  party  may 
be  indicted.  Apply  that  principle  to  the  present  case.] 
He  then  cited  Beg.  v.  Munoes  (c),  and  1  StarL  Or.  PL  95. 

Bodefij  for  the  Crown,  was  not  heard. 

WiLDB,  C.  J. — ^It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  objec- 
tion in  this  case  is  well  founded.  It  is  unnecessary  to  set 
out  the  instrument  in  those  cases  where  it  cannot  be  of 
any  use  to  the  Court  in  order  that  they  may  arrive  at  the 
conclusion,  whether  it  is  or  is  not  a  valid  dociunent.  Had 
it  been  stated  iu  the  indictment  as  a  certain  paper  pur- 
porting to  be  a  good  and  valid  promissory  note,  and  that  it 
was  not  a  good  and  valid  promissory  note,  it  might  have 
been  necessary  to  set  it  out,  in  order  that  the  Court  might 

(a)  The  Ck>nrt  was  not  underatood  as  giying  any  direct  judgment  upon  this 
point;  but,  as  the  judgment  given  was  that  "the  conviction  must  be  af- 
finned,"  it  may  be  concluded  that  this  obj  ection  was  considered  invalid ;  or  that 
the  question  '*  Whether  the  act  of  passing  off  the  printed  paper'in  question  as  a 
di.  Bank  of  England  note,  in  payment  for  goods,  amounted  to  a  false  pre- 
tence," was  unnecessarily  reserved.  The  qiiestion,  itself,  must  have  been 
answered  in  the  negative,  for,  as  Aldersortj  B.  observed,  "The  prisoners 
might  have  passed  the  paper  with  the  same  knowledge  as  the  prosecutor  had  at 
the  time  he  received  it.'*  But,  we  have  in  addition,  in  the  case,  the  finding 
of  the  jury,  **  that  the  prisonen  did  unlawfully  and  falsely  pretend,"  &c., 
which  finding  must  be  taken  to  import  a  guilty  knowledge  (see  the  judgment, 
particularly  by  Wightman,  J.,  in  Seg,  v.  Bowenj  13  Jur.  1046) ;  and  there- 
fore there  was  no  ground  for  reserving  such  a  point.  Either  way  it  amounts 
to  the  same  thing,  that  after  verdict  the  indictment  was  sufficient. 

(b)  1  G.  &  K.  112. 

le)  2  Stra.  1127;  S.  C.  (7  Mod.  316)  more  fully  reported;  and  see  Ee^. 
Y.  Marshj  ntpra,  p.  192. 
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1850.  have  seen  whether  it  was  or  was  not.  In  this  case  the 
reo.  p.  Court  could  not  have  derived  any  assistance  whatever  from 
setting  the  paper  out ;  for  all  that  appears  upon  the  indict- 
ment it  might  have  been  nothing  but  hieroglyphics.  The 
indictment  states  that  it  was  a  certain  paper  produced  by 
the  prisoners  which  they  falsely  pretended  was  a  good  and 
valid  promissory  note,  whereas  it  was  not.  Where  the  note 
is  required  to  be  set  out,  something  has  turned  upon  the 
nature  of  the  note,  rendering  it  necessary  that  the  Court 
should  see  it.  The  cases  cited  do  not  apply  here.  It 
therefore  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  objection  is  well 
founded,  and  the  conviction  must  be  affirmed. 

Alderson,  B. — Where  the  document  is  stated  as  some- 
thing material  then  the  Court  ought  to  see  whether  it  is  so, 
otherwise  it  is  unnecessary. 
Fattsson,  J.,  CoLBBiDGE,  J.,  and  Flatt,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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The  Queen  against  William  Matthews  and  Ellen 

Matthews. 

1850. 
EECEIVEE8— HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.  Saturday, 

June  1. 


"  At  the  last  Epiphany  Quarter  Sessions,  for  the  County  a  wife  camiot, 
of  Stafford  (a),  Alexander  Jameson,  and  Joseph  Tom-  iuSMmdTbe 

!•  i_  J      •±1.    XT  x»i.^i»i  t  convicted  of 

linson,  were  charged  with  stealing  a  quantity  of  fowls,  and  receiving  stolen 
William  Matthews,  and  Ellen  Matthews  his  wife,  dealers  ^*where both 
in  poultry,  with  receiving  the  same  fowls,  well  knowing  JjS^t^i^?'^ 
them  to  have  been  feloniously  stolen.  ™cSon*of  the ' 

"  The  indictment  upon  which  they  were  severally  charged,  ^^1""^^" 
is  in  the  words  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say: —  quashed. 

admits  having 
^  bought  an  ar- 

"  *  StaflEordshire.    The  jurors  for  our  lady  the  Queen,  tide,  which  is 
upon  their  oath  present,  that  Alexander  Jameson,  late  of  found  in  his 
the  Parish  of  Norton  Canes,  in  the  County  of  Stafford,  la-  is  sufficient 
bouxer;  and  Joseph  Tomlinflon,  late  of  the  eame  parish,  la-  |S^*rJn^ct 
bourer,  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  ^Sout^^oof 
our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine,  with  jfceS)?!^or^t 
force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  ooimty  afore-  ^^^t^ii? 
said,  fifteen  hen  fowls,  of  the  value  of  fifteen  shillings,  and  ^^3*^™ 
one  cock  fowl  of  the  value  of  two  shillinffs,  of  the  goods  purchase  to 

°  ,         °  the  time  of  the 

and  chattels  of  one  John  Smith,  then  and  there  being  found,  charge, 
feloniously  did  steal,  take,  and  carry  away,  against  the  peace 
of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity,  and 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro- 
vided.* Second  Count.  *  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  William  Mat- 
thews, late  of  the  parish  of  Norton  Canes,  in  the  county  of 
Stafford,  labourer,  and  EUen  Matthews,  wife  of  the  said 
William  Matthews,  late  of  the  same  parish,  labourer,  after- 

<fi)  3l8tDeoem1)er»  1849. 


338  CASES  m  the  coitbt  of  obdonal  appeal. 

1850.  wordS)  to  wit,  on  the  said  seventeenth  day  of  December, 
g^^  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
Matthkwb.  county  aforesaid,  the  goods  and  chattels,  in  the  first  count 
mentioned  as  aforesaid,  of  the  value  aforesaid,  so  as  afore- 
said feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away,  feloniously 
did  receive  and  have,  they  the  said  William  Matthews  and 
EUen  Matthews  then  and  there  well  knowing  the  said 
goods  and  chattels,  last  aforesaid,  to  have  been  feloniously 
stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away,  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the 
peace  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignily/ 

^^  Mr.  Vaughan  appeared  as  Counsel  for  the  prosecution. 

"  Mr.  Keith  as  Counsel  for  the  prisoners. 

^^  The  prisoners  were  all  found  guilty,  and  the  question 
for  the  Court  is,  whether  the  receivers  were  properly  con- 
victed.   The  evidence  against  them  was  as  follows : — 

"Charles  Welch,  police-oflBoer,  went  to  Matthews's 
house  on  the  twenty-second  of  December  (the  fowls  were 
stolen  on  the  seventeenth  of  December),  saw  Mrs.  Matthews, 
asked  her  where  all  those  fowls  and  geese  came  from. 
She  said  she  bought  part  and  her  husband  some.  She 
said  her  husband  was  not  by  when  she  bought  them. 
She  also  said  she  bought  hers  from  people  who  came  to  the 
house,  and  her  husband  bought  his  on  Wednesday,  at 
Shrewsbury-market.  I  asked  her  if  she  had  any  unplucked ; 
and  she  said,  '  Yes,  four  up  stairs.'  I  was  going  up,  and 
she  said,  she  had  rather  I  did  not,  till  her  husband  came. 
When  Eofe,  police-officer,  came,  we  went  up  stairs,  and 
found  between  twenty  and  thirty  unplucked,  and  eleven 
plucked.  Eofe  and  Woolley  took  the  unplucked  ones.  I 
afterwards  saw  William  Matthews  at  the  police-station. 
He  said  he  was  not  out  of  Walsall  on  Wednesday  (Shrews- 
bury market-day).  I  know  prisoners  Jameson  and  Tom- 
linson;  they  Hve  together;  Tondinson  is  a  miner,  and  a 
brother  of  Mrs.  Matthews. 
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"  Croflfi-examined. — ^Tomlinflon  has  a  brother  who  lives       1850. 
one  hundred  or  one  hundred  and  fifty  yards  from  him.    He      bxo.v. 
is  a  much  larger  man  than  the  prisoner,  five  feet  ten  inches    Matthews. 
high. 

"George  Woolley,  constable,  Walsall,  apprehended 
Tomlinson,  and  gave  his  shoes  to  Price  (police-officer). 

"  William  Price,  police-officer.  Found  tracks  of  three 
persons,  where  fowls  were  stolen.  One  made  by  shoes  of 
prisoner  Tomlinson  (shoes  small,  and  nails  remarkable, 
shown  to  juiy). 

"  John  Eof e,  chief -constable  of  Walsall  police  (evidence 
same  as  Welch  given  above),  and  in  addition  produced  some 
of  the  fowls  from  Matthews's  house,  identified  by  prosecutor. 
Took  William  Matthews  into  custody  at  the  Turk's-head, 
Walsall.  When  at  station-house,  showed  him  fowls  iden- 
tified by  prosecutor,  and  asked  from  whom  he  had  them. 
He  hesitated.  Witness  said,  *  We  have  got  your  wife's 
brother,  Tomlinson,  in  custody. — Did  you  not  buy  the  fowls 
from  him  ? '  He  said,  *  I  did.'  (N.B. — Eofe  was  repri- 
manded by  the  Court  for  asking  this  question.) 

"In  his  summinguptothe  jury  the  Chairman  said, 'You 
observe,  Ellen  Matthews  says  her  husband  bought  part  of 
the  fowls  at  Shrewsbury,  and  she  bought  part  of  them  from 
people  who  came  to  the  house,  and  that  her  husband  was  not 
by  when  she  bought  them.  If  you  are  of  opinion  that  the 
female  prisoner  knowingly  gave  a  false  account  of  the  way 
she  received  the  fowls,  you  will  have  to  consider  how  far 
such  false  account  conveys  the  impression  to  your  minds  of 
her  guilty  knowledge.  But  if  you  should  be  of  opinion  that 
her  statement  is  false,  it  can  have  no  effect  as  against 
her  husband,  because  he  cannot  be  injured  by  a  statement 
made  by  his  wife  in  his  absence.  As  regards  William 
Matthews,  Eofe  says  he  told  him  he  had  Tomlinson  in  cus- 
tody, and  Matthews  replied,  'I  bought  the  fowls  from 
Tomlinson ;  and  you  are  told  Tomlinson  is  a  miner,  and 
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1850.       brotlier-in-law  of  Matthews ;  and  you  will  have  to  say  by 
-rbo.v.      your  verdict  whether  you  are  of  opinion  that  William 
MA:i-rA«wB.    i£atthews  knew  Toinlinson  had  stolen  the  fowls  when 
he  received  them  frcmi  him.' " 

'^  The  above  is  the  evidence  and  the  summing  up  against 
the  receivers. 

"Mr.  Kettky  for  the  prisoners,  submitted  that  the  Chair- 
man ought  to  direct  the  j  my  that,  if  they  believed  the  wife 
received  them  in  the  absence  of  her  husband,  and  without 
his  knowledge,  she  alone  should  be  found  guilty.  And  as 
to  the  wife,  they  should  not  find  her  guilty,  unless  they  be- 
lieved she  had  received  the  fowls  in  the  absence  of  her  hus- 
band ;  but  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  receiving 
by  the  two  prisoners  was  at  two  different  times,  and  it  did 
not  appear  to  the  Court  that,  one  receiving  only  had 
been  proved. 

"On  the  application  of  Mr.  KettUy  for  the  prisoners,  the 
judgment  was  postponed  on  William  Matthews  and  Ellen 
Matthews ;  and  the  question  on  which  the  opinion  of  her 
Majesty's  Judges  is  desired  is,  whether  the  above-men- 
tioned directions  suggested  by  Mr.  Kettle  ought  to  have 
been  given  to  the  juiy  in  addition  to  what  was  stated  by 
the  Chairman  in  his  summing  up  P  And  whether  upon  the 
evidence  as  above  stated,  the  receivers  were  properly  con- 
victed. 

«  By  the  Court," 
"  (Signed)        Henry  Hill,  Assistant  Chairman." 

Kettle  for  the  prisoner.  [Aldersony  B. — There  is  no 
case  as  against  the  wife  of  a  joint  receiving,  and  no 
evidence  of  a  separate  receiving  by  her.]  As  the  jury 
have  convicted  both,  thereby  finding  a  joint  act^ 
such  finding  cannot  now  be  separated  by  this  Court; 
it  cannot  take  upon  itself  the  duty  of  a  jury,  and 
say  that   the    evidence  supports  the  conviction  of  the 
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husband  but  not  of  the  wife.  The  ease  was  left  to  the  1850. 
jury  as  though  there  had  been  an  admission  by  the  wife  Bxa.v. 
and  one  also  by  the  husband  of  a  separate  act.  The  ob- 
jection he  took  was,  that  as  both  the  charges  were  left  to 
the  jury,  they  may  have  believed  either  that  the  husband 
aided  the  wife,  or  that  the  wife  aided  the  husband,  and 
that  the  receiving  was  by  the  wife.  [^AldersoUy  B. — ^It 
does  not  appear  that  the  fowls  received  by  the  wife  were 
the  prosecutor's  fowls.]  That  was  so.  What  he  objected 
to  was,  that  a  case  against  the  wife  was  presented  to  the 
jury,  which  may  have  influenced  the  entire  verdict.  There 
was  no  evidence  of  any  joint  act  of  receiving.  As  to  the 
husband,  there  was  no  evidence  against  him ;  there  was  no 
proof  of  an  actual  receiving  by  him.  [^ColeHdgey  J. — It  is 
shewn  that  they  were  in  the  prisoner's  house,  and  that  he 
bought  them.  Surely  that  is  enough.]  Heg.  v.  Sill  (a). 
The  husband  was  not  proved  to  have  been  at  the  house  at 
any  time  when  the  fowls  were  there.  \Platty  B. — ^If  the 
man  bought  the  fowls  and  they  were  taken  to  his  house 
and  left  there,  that  is  enough.  There  might  have  been 
some  ground  for  your  argument,  if  he  had  said  he  knew 
nothing  about  the  fowls.] 

Vaitghariy  for  the  Crown. — ^In  support  of  the  conviction 
of  the  wife ; — ^there  might  have  been  a  constructive  re- 
ceiving. [^Alderson^  B. — ^Not  a  joint  receiving.  If  you  go 
upon  the  receipt  by  the  husband,  you  cannot  have  the 
wife  also.]  He  referred  to  Beg.  v.  Parr  (6).  [Alderaon^ 
B. — There  was  no  evidence  of  any  previous  concert  in  this 
ease.  Pattesonj  J. — ^If  the  husband  and  wife  received 
jointly,  why  do  you  convict  the  wife  P  Beg.  v.  Parr  is 
the  case  of  a  servant.] 

Wilde,  C.  J. — ^The  conviction  of  the  husband  must  be 
affirmed,  and  the  conviction  of  the  wife  quashed. 

(a)  18  L.  J.  199,  M.  C. ;  S.  C,  suj^a,  p.  160.  (b)  2  Moo.  &  B.  346. 
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OO&AX 

Wilde,  0.  J.,  Patteson,  J., 

Alderson,  B.,  Coleridge,  J., 

Cresswell,  J. 


The  Queen  against  Walter  Watts. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Sonourahk  Justice  CresswelL 

1850.       LARCENY. 

June 8. (J)         "The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  on  the  10th  of 
ThepriBoner       Maj,  on  an  indictment  of   which  the  following  is  an 

was  a  share-  -  . 

holder  in  a  pub-  abstract : — 

!Jdr^™«Ud,  "  Walter  Watts— That  he  on  the  26th  February,  at 

under^the^BS?  St.  Mary,  Woolnoth,  in  London,  was  clerk  to  GFeorge  Oarr 

proBiSiteln  the  ^Hyn,  and,  whilst  he  was  such  clerk,  feloniously  did  steal 

^MUTOT^he  ^^®  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  to  wit,  for  the  payment 

dOTkto^iSe  *^^  ^^  *^®  value  of  1400/.  belonging  to  the  said  George 

comwmy,  ap-  CajT  Glyn,  his  master. 

pointed  Dy  the  *^ 

directoiB,  who         "  2nd  count.    Alleffcs  that  said  prisoner  was  clerk  to 

paid  him  his 

salary,  and  said  Gcorgc  CajT  Ghlyn,  as,  and  then  and  there  being, 
ties  he  had  to      treasurer  of  the  Globe  Lisurance  Company,  and  that  he 

peifoim.    A 

check  had  been  drawn  in  the  name  of  the  company,  paid  by  the  bankers,  and  returned  by 
them,  in  the  course  of  business,  through  a  messenger  to  Hxe  prisoner,  whose  duty  it  wa«  to 
hold  such  returned  check  for  the  use  of  the  directors.  The  prisoner  purloined  the  check.  Held, 
that  he  was  properly  convicted  of  larceny. 

Held  also,  that  he  was  properly  convicted  as  servant  to  A.  (the  chairman  of  the  directon), 
and  others. 

Where,  according  to  the  course  of  business,  paid  checks  are  returned  by  the  bankers  to  the 
directors  of  a  company,  they  become  their  property,  as  directors. 

The  prisoner,  as  a  shareholder,  had  no  property  in  such  a  check. 


(a)  This  case  stood  on  the  list  for  Saturday,  June  Ist,  and  was  on  that  dav  called  on  in  its 
order.  Alderson,  B.,  observing  several  counsel  to  be  present  on  each  side,  saia,  **  It  is  under- 
stood in  this  Court,  there  is  but  one  counsel  heard  on  each  side."  Justice  Gresswell,  who 
tried  the  case  and  reserved  the  question,  not  forming  on  that  day  one  of  the  Court,  althoiu^h  it 
was  observed  that  Baron  Alderson  was  present,  who  was  acquainted  with  all  the  facts,  frude^ 
C.  J.,  said,  **  The  rule  of  this  Court  must  be  adhered  to,  that  the  judge  who  tried  the  case  must 
be  present  at  the  hearing  on  appeal."    The  case  was  consequently  aajoumed  to  this  day. 
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did  steal  one  order,  &o.,  belonging  to  the  said  George       1850. 
Carr  Glyn  as  such  treasurer.  Bxa.v. 

"  3rd  oonnt.  Alleges  that  the  said  prisoner  was  servant       w^'to- 
to  Edward  Qoldsmid  and  others,  and  that  he  did  steal  one 
order,  &c.,  belonging  to  them  his  said  masters. 

**  4th  count.  Like  third,  only  instead  of  alleging  the  order 
to  belong  to  Goldsmid  and  others,  alleges  it  to  have  been 
in  their  possession  and  power. 

'^  5th  and  6th  counts.  William  Tite  and  others,  instead  of 
Goldsmid  and  others. 

'^  7th  and  8th  counts.  Embezzling  the  order  the  property 
of  Glyn. 

<<  9th  count.  Embezzling  the  order  the  property  of  Gbld- 
smid  and  others. 

'^  10th  count.  Embezzling  1400/.  of  Goldsmid  and  others 
his  masters. 

'^  11th  count.  Embezzling  the  order  the  property  of  Tite 
and  others. 

'^  12th  and  13th  coimts.  Stealing  a  piece  of  paper  belong- 
ing to  Glyn  his  master. 

**  14th  count.  Stealing  a  piece  of  paper  the  property  of 
Goldsmid  and  others  his  masters. 

^*  15th  coimt.  Stealing  a  piece  of  paper  in  the  possession 
and  power  of  Gbldsmid  and  others  his  masters. 

'^  16th  count.  Stealing  a  piece  of  paper  the  property  of 
Tite  and  others  his  masters. 

^'  17th  coimt.  Stealing  a  piece  of  paper  in  the  possession 
and  power  of  Tite  and  others  his  masters. 

18th,  19th,  20th  and  2l8t.  like  7th,  8th,  9th,  and 
11th,  only  embezzling  a  piece  of  paper  instead  of  embezzling 
the  order. 

"  22nd,  23rd,  24th,  and  26th.  Stealing  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  money  the  property  of  said  persons,  without 
alleging  prisoner  to  be  servant. 

''  26,  27th,  28th,  and  29th.  Stealing  a  piece  of  paper 
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1850.      the  property  of  said  persons  witliout  aUeging  prisoner  to  be 

BEG.r.       servant. 

WATT8.  u  j|.  appeared  that  he  had  for  many  years  been  employed 

as  a  salaried  clerk  in  the  office  of  the  Globe  Insurance 
Company,  and  that  he  was  also  a  shareholder  in  the 
concern.  The  affairs  of  the  company,  which  is  an  imincor- 
porated  copartnership,  are  managed  by  a  body  of  directors 
chosen  out  of  the  shareholders ;  and  at  the  time  when  the 
alleged  offence  was  committed  Edward  G-oldsmid  was 
chairman,  and  William  Tite  deputy  chairman  of  the  direc- 
tors, and  George  Carr  Glyn  was  treasurer.  The  directors 
appoint  and  dismiss  clerks  and  other  servants,  and  fix  their 
salaries,  and  the  particular  duties  to  be  discharged  by 
them,  and  the  directors  have  the  charge  and  custody  of  all 
books  and  papers  belonging  to  the  company.  The  salaries 
of  the  clerks  are  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company. 

"  The  company  had  a  drawing  account  at  the  bank  of 
Glya  and  Co.,  and  were  in  the  habit  of  sending  their  pass 
book  on  Tuesday  in  every  week  to  be  written  up,  and  their 
messenger  went  on  the  following  morning  to  bring  it  back, 
when  it  was  returned  together  with  the  checks  and  bills 
paid  during  the  preceding  week. 

"  The  prisoner  was  the  person  whose  duty  it  was  to  receive 
the  pass  book  and  vouchers  from  the  messenger,  and  it  was 
his  duty  upon  receiving  them  to  compare  the  entries  in  the 
pass  book  with  the  books  of  the  company,  and  to  preserve 
the  vouchers  for  the  use  of  the  company  if  wanted  on  any 
future  occasion.  On  the  26th  of  February  the  prisoner 
paid  into  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank  for  his  own 
account  (which  he  kept  there)  a  check  for  1400/.  pur- 
porting to  be  drawn  by  the  Globe  Insurance  Company  on 
Glyn  and  Co.  It  was  cashed  by  Glyn  and  Co.,  together 
with  other  checks  for  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank, 
entered  to  the  debit  of  the  Globe  Insurance  Company  in 
their  pass  book,  and  delivered  together  with  the  book  on 
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the  following  moming  to  the  mesBenger  of  the  company,       1850. 
-who  delivered  the  book  and  check  to  the  prisoner  in  the      S^^Tr! 
UBual  way.    On  the  4th  of  March,  in  oonsequence  of  some      Wattb. 
suspicion  attaching  to  the  prisoner,  a  search  for  the  check 
for  1400/.  was  made  during  his  absence  amongst  the 
vouchers  in  his  keeping,  and  it  could  not  be  found ;  his 
papers  were  then  sealed  up,  and  he,  on  finding  that  such  a 
step  was  taken,  said  he  would  not  remain  there  and  quitted 
the  office. 

'^  The  pass  book  was  examined,  and  there  the  entiy  of 
the  check  for  1400/.  had  been  erased,  and  the  check  was 
never  found. 

'^  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  any  person  on  be- 
half of  the  Company  had  ever  drawn  the  check  in  ques- 
tion, or  that  it  had  been  drawn  upon  paper  stolen  from  the 
Company. 

"Upon  this  state  of  facts  it  was  contended  by  the 
prisoner's  Counsel,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  pro- 
perty in  any  of  the  parties  from  whom  the  check  was 
alleged  to  have  been  stolen,  except  as  shareholders ;  and 
that  the  prisoner,  being  also  a  shareholder,  could  not  be 
indicted  for  stealing  the  property  of  which  he  was  a  joint 
owner.  That  the  Statute  47  Geo.  III.  c.  30 — whereby  it 
was  enacted, '  That  all  actions  and  suits  to  be  commenced 
or  instituted  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  society  or  partner- 
ship, against  any  person  or  persons,  or  body  or  bodies,  poli- 
tic or  corporate,  shall,  or  lawfully  may  be,  commenced  or 
instituted  and  prosecuted  in  the  name  or  names  of  the 
treasurer  or  treasurers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said 
society  or  partnership,  as  the  nominal  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  society  or  partnership,  and 
that  aU  prosecutions  to  be  brought  or  instituted  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  said  society  or  partnership,  for  fraud  upon  or 
against,  or  for  embezzlement,  robbery  of,  or  stealing  the 
property  of  the  said  society  or  partnership,  or  for  any  other 
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1850.  offenoe  committed  against  or  with  intent  to  injure  or  d&- 
j^^^  fraud  the  said  society  or  partnership,  shall  or  lawfully  may 
Wattb.  \yQ  gQ  brought  or  instituted  and  carried  on  in  the  name  or 
names  of  the  treasurer  or  treasurers  for  the  time  being  of 
the  said  society  or  partnership,  and  in  aU  indictments  and 
informations  it  shall  be  lawful  to  state  the  property  of  the 
said  society  or  partnership  to  be  the  property  of  the  trea- 
surer or  treasurers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  society  or 
partnership,  and  any  ofEence  committed  with  intent  to  in- 
jure or  defraud  the  said  society  or  partnership  shall  and 
lawfully  may  in  such  prosecution  be  laid  to  have  been 
conmiitted  with  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  the  said  trea- 
surer or  treasurers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  society  or 
partnership,  and  any  offender  or  offenders  may  thereupon 
be  lawfully  convicted  of  any  such  offence,  and  the  death, 
resignation,  or  removal,  or  other  act  of  such  treasurer  or 
treasurers,  shall  not  abate  any  such  action,  suit,  or  prose- 
cution ' — ^made  the  treasurer  the  representative  of  all  the 
shareholders,  and  therefore  of  the  prisoner  as  well  as  others, 
and  did  not  alter  the  case. 

"  I  thought  that  the  charge  of  embezzlement  and  of  steal- 
ing an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  failed ;  but  in  order 
to  obtain  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  with  regard  to  the 
charge  of  stealing  a  piece  of  paper,  I  told  the  jury  that  if 
the  cancelled  check  was  returned  to  the  prisoner,  and  he 
received  it  in  the  usual  manner,  to  be  kept  by  him  for  the 
use  of  the  directors,  and  afterwards  abstracted  or  destroyed 
it,  they  should  find  him  guilty. 

''  The  jury  found  him  guilty  of  stealing  apiece  of  paper, 
and  I  have  to  request  the  opinion  of  this  Oourt  whether  my 
direction  was  right  or  not. 

Cockburn^  Q.  C.  (with  him  Bramwell)  for  the  prisoner. — 
He  might  assume,  in  the  first  instance,  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  any  stealing  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner.    He  was 
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prooeeding  to  observe  on  the  faots  which  did  not  appear  in       1850. 
the  case  reserved.     [^Aldersony  B. — ^Tou  must  treat  this      Baa.  v. 
case  as  if  you  were,  in  e£Eeot,  moving  for  a  new  trial  on  the      ^-^'™* 
ground  of  misdirection  (a).]    He  would  confine  himself  to 
the  case.    This  was  not  a  case  of  larceny ;  it  was  embez- 
zlement, upon  the  ground  that  the  paper  never  came  to  the 
possession  of  the  prisoner's  masters  before  the  prisoner 
committed  the  act.    The  course  of  business  was  this — ^the 
directors  of  the  Globe  Insurance  Company  kept  a  banking 
account  with  Glyn  and  Co.;  the  company  drew  checks 
upon  the  bank  as  it  became  necessary,  and  they  had  a 
pass-book,  which  they  sent  to  the  bankers  for,  on  the  Wed- 
nesday of  eveiy  week,  when  the  book  was  given  by  the 
bankers  to  the  messenger,  together  with  the  checks  which 
had  been  honoured,  and  which  he  in  the  course  of  his  busi- 
ness took  to  the  prisoner.    Amongst  these  documents  was 
the  paper  in  question,  which  never  went  into  the  hands  of 
the  masters  at  all.    This  case  was  precisely  Hke  Beg.  v. 
Masters  {b).    There  the  money  never  went  into  the  hands 
of  the  master,  but  was,  at  the  time  it  was  taken  in  the 
course  of  passage,  and  for  that  purpose  was  received  by 
the  servant.    Here  the  facts  were  precisely  the  same ; 
the  paper  never  was  in  the  hands  of  the  master.    Suppose 
the  messenger  to  have  taken  the  paper,  that  would  have 
been  a  dear  case  of  embezzlement,  because  the  property 
had  never  passed  into  the  possession  of  the  master ;  pos- 
session by  him  could  not  have  been  said  to  be  possession  by 
the  master.     So,  giving  it  over  to  another  person  to 
transmit  would  not  be  vesting  a  possession  in  the  master  P 
he  merely  received  it  as  a  servant.     [^Cokridgey  J. — The 
case  finds  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  messenger  to  carry  it 


(fl)  Coekbum,  having  remarked  apon  an  omiflrion  in  the  case,  GroBSwell,  J., 
said,  **  We  cannot  go  into  that  now ;  if  you  were  diAsatisfied  with  the  ease  yon 
should  have  applied  to  me  to  amend  it." 

{b)  AntCy  p.  1. 

VOL.  I.  B  B 
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1850.  for  the  company.  Suppose  my  butler  puts  plate  into  a 
Bko.  V.  chest  of  mine  of  which  he  keeps  the  key,  and  afterwards 
Wattb.  purloins  it  P]  That  is  not  like  this  case.  [^Coleridgey  J. — 
Suppose  it  to  be  a  new  piece  of  plate,  which  has  been  given 
by  the  servant  to  the  butler,  and  never  has  been  put  into 
the  chest  P]  If  the  butler  met  the  servant  with  it  in  the 
street,  and  received  it  from  him,  and  appropriated  it  to  his 
own  use,  that,  as  against  the  master  would  be  embezzle- 
ment. [^Coleridge J  J. — It  waa  part  of  the  duty  of  the 
servant  to  hand  it  over  to  his  employers.]  It  was 
left  in  his  hands  to  be  produced  at  any  time  when  the 
company  might  call  upon  him  to  do  so.  [  TFt&fe,  0.  J. — 
In  the  office.]  Supposing  him  to  have  had  a  desk  of  his 
own,  under  his  sole  control,  independent  of  the  master,  in 
which  it  was  placed ;  in  such  case  it  would  be  embezzlement. 
There  was  nothing  to  show  that,  immediately  upon  re- 
ceiving it  from  the  messenger,  he  did  not  put  it  into  his 
pocket,  or  destroy  it ;  in  either  of  those  cases  it  would  be 
embezzlement.  There  was  no  evidence  beyond  the  fact 
that  the  checks  were  put  into  the  hands  of  the  prisoner  by 
the  messenger,  and  were  to  be  kept  by  the  prisoner  as  a 
part  of  his  duty.  There  was  never  a  complete  possession 
in  the  master.  [^Alderson^  B. — How  is  this  case  distin- 
guishable from  Eex  v.  Murray  (a)  P]  In  that  case  the 
money  proceeded  from  the  master.  [^Alderaon^  B. — ^Tou 
say,  that  in  Murray^ s  case  it  was  received  from  the  master 
by  or  through  another  servant.  Paftesonj  J. — ^If  Glyn 
had  been  one  of  the  company,  and  had  paid  the  check,  and 

(a)  1  Moo.'  C.  G.  276.  In  this  case,  tho  prisoner  was  indicted  for  embes- 
zlement.  It  was  proved  that  he  was  a  clerk  of  A. ;  that  he  received  from 
another  clerk  3/.  of  A.'s  money,  in  order  that  ho  might  pay  (amongst  other 
things)  for  inserting  an  advertisement  in  the  Gazette :  he  paid  10«.  for  the 
insertion,  and  charged  A.  with  20«.  for  the  same,  fraudulently  keeping  back 
the  difference,  which  he  converted  to  his  own  use.  AU  the  Judges  held  this 
not  to  be  within  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  47* ;  because  A.  had 
had  poaBearion  of  the  money  by  the  hands  of  his  other  clerk. 

*  Section  of  statute  relating  to  embezzlement  by  clerks. 
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it  was  in  his  possession,  was  it  not  in  the  hands  of  the  com-  1850. 
pany  by  him  P]  Here  the  paper  never  had  been  reduced  ujjo. «,. 
into  possession,  on  the  part  of  the  master,  at  any  previous  Watts. 
stage  of  the  proceedings,  unless  it  could  be  said  that  a 
delivery  to  the  prisoner  constituted  a  delivery  to  the 
master.  That  waa  the  whole  question.  If  it  did  not,  it 
was  not  larceny.  The  only  possession  of  the  master  was 
the  possession  by  the  servant,  and  if  he  received  it  on  ac- 
ooimt  of  the  master,  it  is  the  every-day  case  of  embezzle- 
ment. Suppose  the  messenger  had  handed  it  over  to  a 
stranger  to  deliver  to  the  master^  which  he  had  promised 
to  do,  and  he  had  purloined  it,  that  would  not  have  been  a 
larceny.  \_Alder8ony  B. — Suppose  this  to  have  been  a 
letter  delivered  to  the  prisoner  to  hand  over  to  his  master, 
and  he,  from  some  suspicion  of  its  contents,  or  otherwise, 
had  burned  or  in  some  way  destroyed  it,  would  that  have  been 
larceny  P  In  whom  was  the  property  when  the  cheek  was 
at  Glyn's  P]  He  apprehended  it  was  the  property  of  the 
banker.  The  banker  was  not  bound  to  give  it  up.  Some 
bankers  retain  them.  [  Wtldey  C.  J. — Is  it  not  considered 
the  property  of  the  drawer  when  it  is  paid  PJ  It  stood 
precisely  upon  the  same  footing  as  a  bill  of  exchange,  which 
an  acceptor  might  keep  after  he  had  paid  it ;  so  might  the 
payer  of  a  check.  It  is  the  banker^s  only  discharge  as 
against  any  action  which  might  be  brought  against  him  for 
the  amount.  It  is,  in  fact,  equivalent  to  a  bill  of  ex- 
change. [^Alderaofij  B. — ^When  in  the  banker's  hands  was 
it  not  the  property  of  the  master  P]  That  certainly  was 
not  so ;  the  practice  with  many  bankers  went  to  show  it 
was  otherwise.  Drummonds  give  them  up  when  the  cus- 
tomer signs  the  book ;  Childs  will  not  give  them  up  at  all ; 
and  Coutts's  only  do  so  sometimes,  as  a  matter  of  favour : 
besides,  whatever  force  there  might  be  in  the  observation,, 
it  could  only  apply  in  reference  to  a  genuine  check  drawn 
upon  the  banker;  here  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 

bb2 
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1850.  genuine  instnunent.  [^Alderson^  B. — Suppose  he  had 
ebo.  V.  forged  the  check,  sent  for  it  [from  the  bankers,  and  had 
obtained  it,  and  burned  it,  could  it  be  said  to  have  been  in 
the  possession  of  the  master  P  WildCy  C.  J. — Could  you 
not  maintain  trespass  or  trover  {a)  P]  So  you  might  have 
done  in  Reg,  v.  Masters.  It  was  not  shown  that  the  paper 
had  been  at  any  time  the  property  of  the  master.  The 
whole  case  rests  upon  its  being  delivered  to  the  prisoner  by 
a  servant  of  the  company,  whose  duty  it  was  to  deliver 
it  to  him,  and  who  had  received  it  from  a  third  person. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  master  had  even  a  construc- 
tive possession.  The  only  evidence  of  the  prisoner  having 
committed  any  ofEence,  was  that  he  ought  to  have  put  the 
paper  into  a  certain  receptacle,  because  in  the  course  of 
business  the  company  would  go  there  to  look  for  it ;  that  it 
was  looked  for,  but  was  not  found.  The  presumption 
therefore  ijs,  that  as  soon  as  he  got  the  check  back,  he 
destroyed  it,  and  put  it  in  no  place  of  deposit  at  aU. 

The  next  question  was,  whether,  looking  at  the  position  the 
prisoner  stood  in  with  reference  to  the  company,  he  could  be 
guilty  of  larceny.  It  was  true,  he  was  a  servant  of  the  com- 
pany. The  company  consisted  of  a  number  of  shareholders, 
not  incorporated,  but  authorized  under  the  statute  (i),to  sue 
in  the  name  of  the  treasurer,  andin  aU  prosecutions  to  prose- 
cute in  the  name  of  the  treasurer.  For  all  other  purposes, 
the  Act  provides  that  they  are  to  have  all  the  common  inci- 
dents of  an  ordinary  partnership.  The  prisoner,  although 
employed  as  a  derk,  at  a  salary,  was  a  shareholder  of  the 
company,  and,  consequently,  a  partner ;  and,  imder  these 
circumstances,  could  not  be  convicted  of  larceny.  Some  of 
the  shareholders  were  constituted  directors,  and  these 
were  divided  into  various  separate  committees ;  one  of 
these  committees  was  for  managing  general  matters  of  bu- 

(a)   Vide  supray  p.  17,  per  WiUiams,  J. 

{b)  47  Geo.  III.  c.  xxx.  (local  and  personal),  s.  1 ;  see  case  stated. 


TEnOTY  TEBM,  Xin.  VICT.  351 

fliness;  others,  for  other  affairs  of  the  company,  and  by  1850. 
one  of  these  committees  was  the  prisoner  appointed;  and  bj^~v. 
the  prisoner,  although  a  clerk,  had,  with  the  others,  a  com-  Watts. 
mon  interest  in  the  concern.  These  committees  were  mere 
temporary  arrangements,  which  might  at  any  time  be  put 
an  end  to.  The  prisoner  therefore  could  not  be  convicted 
of  larceny,  with,  respect  to  his  own  property,  under  such 
circumstances.  He  was  aware  there  had  been  cases  de- 
cided, that  where  a  man  has  a  joint  property,  and  takes  it 
animo  furandiy  out  of  the  possession  of  another,  who  has  a 
special  property  therein,  he  may  be  indicted;  but  those 
are  all  cases  where  the  party  has  not  a  present  right  to  the 
possession:  that  was  not  the  case  here:  here  the  prisoner 
had  a  present  right  of  possession ;  he  was  not  liable  to  give 
it  up  until  called  upon  to  do  so;  until  then  he  was  to  keep 
it.  The  prisoner  might  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
duty,  if,  when  called  upon,  he  had  neglected  to  give  it  up; 
but  here,  at  the  time  the  prisoner  had  the  property,  he  had 
the  possession,  and  he  had  also  the  right  to  the  possession, 
and  there  was  no  case  that  went  the  length  to  say  that 
under  such  circumstances  a  man  could  be  convicted  of 
larceny ;  that  could  only  be  where  the  man  obtained  the  pos* 
session  animo  furandi.  {JPatteson^  J. — K  any  of  the 
other  shareholders  had  stolen  it  from  him,  they  might  have 
been  guilty  of  larceny.]  Yes;  because  the  prisoner  had  a 
special  property  in  the  article:  but  a  man  cannot  be  found 
guilty  of  stealing  from  himself  the  property  of  which  he 
had  the  possession,  and  also  the  right  of  possession.  He 
referred  to  Eussel  on  Crimes  {a). 

There  was  one  other  point:  he  was  charged  as  being 
the  servant  of  the  directors,  and  not  of  the  shareholders. 
[Coleridge^  J. — He  is  not  so  charged  in  the  counts  imder 
our  consideration.  Cresstcelly  J. — He  is  not  called  the 
servant  of  the  company;  he  is  called  the  servant  of  Gold- 

(a)  Vol.  n.  p.  87,  88. 
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1850.  smid,  and  others.]  And  others, — meaning  the  other  share- 
Bbo.  r.  holders;  then  he  was  indicted  as  being  the  servant  of  him- 
self. It  was  clear,  upon  the  facts,  that  he  was  not  the  ser- 
vant of  the  treasurer.  Upon  these  points  the  conviction 
could  not  be  sustained,  and  the  prisoner  must  be  acquitted. 

Attorney-General  (with  him  Clarkson)^  in  support  of 
the  conviction. — This  case  came  before  the  Court  in  the 
nature  of  a  new  trial,  or  more  properly  as  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, and  therefore  both  sides  must  be  taken  to  be 
bound  by  the  case  as  it  was  submitted.  He  assumed  he 
had  to  answer  three  points  made  for  the  prisoner. 

1st.  That  the  case  stated  for  this  Court  was  one  of  em- 
bezzlement, and  not  larceny. 

2ndly.  That  the  prisoner  was  a  partner,  and  therefore 
could  not,  imder  the  circumstances,  be  guilty  of  larceny. 

3rdly.  That  he  was  not  a  servant,  as  laid  in  the  indict- 
ment.    This  objection  went  to  the  degree  of  offence  only. 

The  first  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  ruling  of 
his  Lordship  was  right  or  wrong.  It  is  contended  that  the 
prisoner,  having  had  the  cancelled  check  returned  to  him, 
and  having  received  it  in  the  course  of  business  for  the  use 
of  the  directors,  and  having  afterwards  destroyed  it,  it  is 
embezzlement  and  not  larceny:  because,  although  the 
check  was  returned  by  the  bankers,  there  never  was  any 
possession  in  the  master,  the  check  being  in  transitu.  He 
thought  Reg.  v.  Murray y  when  considered,  was  an  authority 
for  this  indictment.  The  point  put  by  Alderson,  B.,  of  a 
letter  having  been  sent  by  the  bankers  for  the  directors, 
seemed  to  him  not  in  point,  for  there  the  property  never 
had  been  the  property  of  the  company.  The  bankers,  in 
this  case,  made  the  party  an  agent  for  the  delivery.  Sup- 
pose he  sent  his  derk  to  a  law  booksellers  to  buy  a  book 
for  him;  that  the  cleric  did  buy  it,  and  then  gave  it  to  the 
laundress  to  give  to  him ;  in  such  case  the  derk  had  at- 
torned to  him  by  the  laundress:  surely,  if  the  laundress 
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Btole  that  book,  it  would  be  larceny.  That  is,  in  principle,  1850. 
precisely  Murray^ %  case.  It  was  immaterial  what  was  the  bjm~v. 
practice  in  other  banking-houses ;  according  to  the  practice  Watts. 
of  dealing  between  the  bankers  and  this  company,  the  bank- 
ers returned  the  vouchers  to  the  compcmy.  Beg.  v.  Masters 
is  distinguishable  from  this  case,  inasmuch  as  here  the 
party  received  the  paper  to  hold  for  his  master ;  in  Beg.  v. 
Masters  it  was  said  to  be  in  transitu.  {Cresstoellj  J. — 
In  Beg.  v.  Masters^  it  was  money  passing  from  one  servant 
to  another,  whose  duty  it  was  to  pay  it  to  a  third  servant ; 
it  was  not  the  duty  of  any  one  to  hand  over  to  the  master 
the  identical  ooios.]  Here  the  messenger  was  sent  by  the 
company  for  the  check,  and  it  was  returned  to  the  prisoner, 
and  received  by  him,  to  be  kept  for  the  directors.  So  far 
as  the  question  of  property  is  concerned.  Beg.  v.  Murray 
is  an  express  authority.  '^  The  prisoner  was  the  person 
whose  duty  it  was  to  receive  the  pass-book  and  vouchers 
from  the  messenger ;  and  it  was  his  duty,  upon  receiving 
them,  to  compcore  the  entries  in  the  pass-book  with  the 
books  of  the  company,  and  to  preserve  the  vouchers  for  the 
useofthecompany."  Here  the  dutyhaving  been  performed) 
and  the  bailment  at  an  end,  he  afterwards  abstracted  or  de- 
stroyed the  check.  If  he  had  merely  received  the  paper,  it 
might  have  been  embezzlement ;  but  if  he  hasfully  performed 
his  duty  in  reference  to  it,  the  bailment  is  at  an  end ;  and 
if  any  subsequent  abstraction  takes  place,  that  is  a  larceny. 
\Cresswelly  J. — ^I  think  you  are  assuming  too  much  in  saying 
the  prisoner  had  discharged  his  duty  in  reference  to  this 
check :  he  was  to  receive  the  vouchers,  and  to  see  that  the 
amount  was  properly  entered  in  the  pass-book.  Wildey  C.  J. 
— ^If  he  had  a  duty  to  discharge,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  he  performed  that  duty.]  When  the  discovery  was 
afterwards  made  the  property  was  in  the  company;  first 
by  the  delivery  to  the  messenger  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
and  then  by  being  deposited  by  him  in  the  hands  of  the 


Waitb, 
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1850^  prisoner,  who  it  must  be  presmned  liad  performed  his  dutjr, 
itBo.r.  and  deposited  the  check  in  the  place  appointed  by  the  oom- 
pany.  Then  it  was  said  that  if  the  property  was  in  any 
one  at  the  time,  it  was  in  the  bankers,  and  not  in  the  com- 
pany ;  but  that  is  answered  by  the  case  itself.  It  was  deli- 
vered with  the  book  to  the  messenger  of  the  company,  who 
delivered  the  book  and  check  to  the  prisoner  in  the  usual 
way ;  that  was,  to  be  preserved  for  the  use  of  the  company. 
{CresBweUy  J. — ^In  this  case  there  was  an  absence  of  proof 
whether  this  check  had,  or  had  not,  been  drawn  by  the 
company,  and  there  was  evidence  that  they  had  the  means 
of  showing  that  fact.  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that 
when  this  check  went  into  the  hands  of  Glyn  and  Co.  it 
ever  had  been  the  property  of  the  company ;  the  only  evi- 
dence was  that  it  was  drawn  in  the  form  in  which  the  checks 
of  the  company  were  drawn.]  There  were  several  leaves 
missing  out  of  the  check-book,  but  it  could  not  be  proved 
that  this  was  one  of  them.  The  bankers  received  and 
honoured  it  as  the  check  of  the  company,  and  it  was  deli- 
vered by  the  bankers  to  the  messenger  as  the  property  of 
the  company ;  and  by  that  act,  (no  other  person  claiming 
it,)  became  the  property  of  the  company. 

It  was  then  said  that  a  man  could  not  be  a  servant 
to  himself.  In  Eeg,  v.  Sail  {a)  y  "It  is  embezzlement 
in  a  member  of,  and  secretary  to,  a  society,  fraudulently 
to  withhold  money  received  from  a  member  to  be  paid  over 
to  the  trustees ;  and  he  may  be  stated  to  be  the  clerk  and 
servant  of  the  trustees,  and  the  money  may  be  properly 
stated  to  be  their  property,  though  the  society  be  not  en- 
rolled, and  though  the  money  ought  in  the  ordinary  course 
to  have  been  received  by  a  steward.  [Wilder  C.  J. — la 
that  under  an  act  which  vests  the  money  in  the  hands  of 
the  trustees?]  Tes.  \_Coleridgey  J. — The  clerk  in  that 
case  was   not   a   co-trustee.     Cresawellj  J. — ^Nor   a   oo- 

(a)  1  Moo.  C.  G.  474 ;  see  Meff,  t.  Atkinson^  1  Gar.  &  M.  525. 


Watts. 
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owner.]  If  a  man  be  a  member  of  a  company,  he  may  1850. 
delegate  to  others  the  property  in  any  artide,  and  by  f  elo-  -Rm.v. 
nionsly  depriving  them  of  it,  be  guilty  of  a  laroeny  of  his 
own  goods.  If  a  man  bails  an  artiole,  his  property,  he  may 
be  guilty  of  laroeny  if  he  steals  it  from  the  bailee,  upon  the 
principle  that  the  custody  of  property,  involving  responsi- 
bility, is  equivalent  to  the  possession.  If  a  man  rides  away 
a  horse,  of  which  he  is  part  owner,  when  it  is  in  the 
custody  of  the  other,  he  is  guilty  of  larceny,  if  he  felo- 
niously takes  it  from  the  possession  of  the  bailee.  The 
act  (a)  says,  ''If  any  clerk  or  servcmt  shaU  steal  any 
chattel,  money,  or  valuable  security  belonging  to,  or  in  the 
possession  or  power  of  his  master;"  so  that  the  act  draws 
the  distinction  between  belonging  to  and  being  in  the  pos- 
session of,  or  power  of  the  master.  It  is  unimportant,  there- 
fore, whether  the  prisoner  had  the  property  equally  with 
directors ;  they  had  the  custody  of  the  document  which 
belonged  to  them.  [  Wilder  C.  J. — To  bring  it  within  that 
section,  you  must  make  out  that  they  were  his  masters.] 
In  Reg.  v.  Jensan  (6),  the  prisoner,  a  derk  to  a  savings- 
bank,  was  indicted  for  embezzlement,  and  it  was  held  that 
he  was  properly  described  as  a  clerk  to  the  trustees,  though 
elected  by  the  managers.  [Patteson^  J. — It  does  not 
appear  he  was  a  member  there.]  No,  he  was  simply  a 
clerk :  in  Reg,  v.  Hall  it  appeared  that  he  was.  [Patiesony 
J. — The  point  was  not  taken  there.]  Reg.  v.  Miller  (c). 
What  was  there  in  this  case  to  prevent  the  prisoner, 
though  a  member,  from  being  liable  to  a  prosecution  under 
the  circumstances?  He  was  appointed  by  the  directors, 
who  had  the  hiring  of  servants,  and  the  fixing  of  the 
amount  of  salary ;  although  it  is  true  that  the  amount  is 
paid  out  of  the  joint  fund. 

It  is  then  said  that  he  was  not  a  servant.    He  thought 

(a)  7  &  8  Geo.  lY.  o.  29, 8.  46.  (6)  1  Moo.  G.  C.  434. 

(e)  2  Moo.  G.  G.  249. 
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1850.  that  had  been  settled  at  the  trial ;  the  jury  found  him  guilty 
j^^^^  as  servant.  [Cresswelly  J. — I  do  not  know  that.]  It  comes 
Waits.  ^q  ^  question  of  fact,  and  his  learned  friend  must  lay  it  down 
as  a  rule  that  a  man  can  never  be  a  servant  to  himself  and 
others.  Cannot  a  man  submit  himself  to  the  orders  of  the 
directors  of  a  company,  of  which  he  is  himself  a  member, 
upon  condition  that  he  shall  receive  a  salary  ?  [  TFtife,  C.  J. 
— ^Whom  would  he  sue  for  his  salary  ? J  Those  who  appointed 
him.  \Cre88wellj  J. — ^The  case  was  put  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  the  question.  He  wa.s  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
company.  Wildcy  C.  J. — The  case  finds  that  he  was  em- 
ployed as  a  salaried  clerk.]  Yes,  and  that  the  directors 
paid  him ;  and  if  he  had  no  pay  at  all  he  might  still  be 
their  servant :  there  were  numberless  servants  who  were 
not  paid  at  aU,  but  who  really  paid  for  the  appointment. 
He  then  referred  to  the  statute  as  set  out  in  the  case. 
[Patteson^  J, — It  is  the  property  not  of  the  directors  but 
of  the  society.]  If  so,  then  it  may  be  laid  as  the  property 
of  the  treasurer.  IPatteson^  J. — 'No  doubt ;  but  can  it 
be  as  against  a  member  of  the  company  F]  He  appre- 
hended it  might.  Sect.  3  {a)  did  not  appear  to  affect 
the  question  at  aU ;  he  therefore  apprehended  that,  upon 
the  whole,  he  was  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

Cockbumj  Q.  C.  (in  reply.)  He  was  not  moved  from  his 
position  by  any  of  the  arguments  which  had  been  adduced. 
He  would  say  nothing  more  about  embezzlement,  but  in 
reference  to  JReg,  v.  Murray y  cited  on  the  other  side,  there 
the  money  must  be  taken  to  have  been  the  property  of  the 


(a)  47  Geo.  III.  c.  zzz.  (local  and  personal),  s.  2.  Nothing  herein  contained 
shall  extend,  or  be  deemed,  construed,  or  taken  to  extend  to  incorporate  the 
said  society  or  partnership,  or  any  of  the  members  thereof,  or  snbsGribers 
thereto  respectively,  from  any  responsibility,  contracts,  duties,  or  obligations 
-whatsoever,  which,  by  law,  they  may  now,  or  at  any  time  hereafter,  be  subject 
or  liable  to,  either  as  between  such  society  or  partnership  and  others,  or 
between  the,  or  any  of  the,  individual  members  of  such  society  or  partnership 
and  others,  or  among  themselves,  or  in  any  other  manner  whatsoever. 
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master,  it  is  quite  consistent  with  that  case  that  it  was  so ;  1850. 
it  indeed  proceeds  upon  the  fact  that  it  was  the  property  of  ^^  ^ 
the  master.  In  Eeg.  v.  Masters,  which  is  distinguishable  Wattb. 
from  that  case,  the  first  person  received  it  from  a  stranger, 
and  it  never  had  been  the  property,  or  in  the  possession,  of 
the  master.  In  the  one  case  the  money  was  proceeding 
from  the  master,  in  the  other  case  to  the  master.  That  is 
the  whole  doctrine  of  embezzlement,  as  distinguished  from 
larceny.  [Aldersany  B. — ^When  the  money  can  come  to 
the  master  only  by  the  hands  of  the  servant  who  has  the 
money,  and  does  not  hand  it  over,  it  is  embezzlement.] 
Beg,  V.  Masters  establishes,  that  where  the  money  passes 
through  several  hands  to  the  master,  it  is  the  same  in  each 
hand  as  in  the  hands  of  the  first  receiver.  Here  it  was 
delivered  to  the  prisoner  that  he  might  pass  it  on  to  the 
directors,  and  it  never  had  reached  their  possession,  and 
therefore  there  was  no  larceny.  It  is  the  common  case  of 
embezzlement.  Had  it  been  money  no  person  could  have 
had  the  slightest  hesitation  in  saying  that  it  was  embezzle- 
ment, and  the  fact  of  its  being  a  piece  of  paper  could  make 
no  difference.  The  statute  does  not  say  you  may  lay  the  pro- 
perty in  the  treasurer,  it  does  not  mean  to  alter  the  rela- 
tion of  the  parties.  Suppose  this  to  have  been  done  openly, 
who  could  have  brought  an  action  of  trover  ?  In  aU  the  other 
cases  trover  might  have  been  maintained.  [  WiMe^  0.  J. — 
Then  any  one  shareholder  might  go  into  the  office,  take 
property,  and  walk  away  with  it  P]  Certainly,  but  for  the 
possession.  He  therefore  submitted,  first,  that  there  was 
no  larceny,  because  the  article  never  came  to  the  possession 
of  the  master ;  secondly,  that  he  was  part  owner,  and  at 
the  time  had  the  lawful  possession  of  the  document ;  and 
thirdly,  that  he  was  not  a  servant  as  laid  in  the  indictment. 
WiLJDB,  0.  J.  (a)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as 

(a)  On  Saturday,  June  22,  1850 :  Present— Wilde,  C.  J. ;  Alderson,  B. ; 
Patteson,  J. ;  Coleridge,  J. ;  and  Piatt,  B. 


Watts. 
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1850.  follows : — ^We  have  considered  this  case^  and  are  all  of 
'/Bxa^f,,  opinion  that  the  oounts  in  the  indictment,  which  charge 
the  stealing  a  piece  of  paper,  the  property  of  Goldsmid  and 
others  the  masters  of  the  prisoner,  axe  supported  by  the 
evidence. 

By  the  statement  of  the  ease,  it  appears  that  Goldsmid 
and  others  ore  the  directors  of  the  company,  and  that  by 
its  constitution  they  have  the  appointment  and  dismissal  of 
the  servants  in  the  employ  of  the  society,  that  they  fix  and 
pay  their  salaries,  and  also  fix  the  duties  they  are  to  per- 
form. The  prisoner  was  a  salaried  clerk  in  the  office,  and 
therefore  he  was  their  servant. 

They  have  also  the  ultimate  charge  and  custody  of  the 
dooimients  of  the  company,  and  by  the  course  of  business 
between  the  company  and  its  bankers,  the  paid  checks 
were  returned  to  the  directors,  were  part  of  the  company's 
documents,  and  became  the  vouchers  of  the  directors  and 
their  property  as  such  directors.  The  paper  in  question 
was  one  of  these. 

One  of  the  prisoner's  appointed  duties  was  to  receive 
and  keep  for  his  employers  such  returned  checks.  Any 
such  paper  therefore  in  his  custody  would  be  in  the  pos- 
session of  his  employers.  The  paper  in  question,  therefore, 
as  soon  as  it  had  passed  from  the  hands  of  the  messenger 
and  arrived  at  its  ultimate  destination,  the  custody  of  the 
prisoner  for  the  directors,  was  really  in  their  possession ; 
and  when  he  afterwards  abstracted  it,  for  a  fraudulent  pur- 
pose, he  was  guilty  of  stealing  it  from  them ;  as  a  butler 
who  as  the  keeping  of  his  master's  plate  would  be  guilty 
of  larceny  if  he  should  receive  plate  from  the  silversmith 
for  his  master,  at  his  master's  house,  and  afterwards  convert 
it  to  his  own  use,  before  it  had^in  any  other  way,  than  by 
his  act  of  receiving,  come  to  the  actual  possession  of  the 
master.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  those  in  which 
the  goods  have  only  been  in  the  course  of  passing  towards 
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the  master,  as  in  Beg.  v.  Masters  (13  L.  J.,  M.  C.  2  (a)),       1850. 
where  the  prisoner's  duty  was  only  to  receive  the  money       bbo.  v, 
from  one  fellow-servant  and  pass  it  on  to  another  who  was         ^'™* 
the  ultimate  accountant  to  the  master.    Here  the  paper 
had  reached  its  ultimate  destination  when  it  came  to  the 
prisoner's  keeping,  and  that  keeping  being  for  his  masters 
made  his  possession  theirs. 

In  this  view  of  the  case  no  difficulty  arises  as  to  part 
ownership  from  the  fact  that  the  prisoner  was  a  share- 
holder in  the  company.  As  such  he  had  no  property  in 
this  paper. 

(a)  See  S.  C,  iuprUf  p.  1. 
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MICHAELMAS  TEBM, 

IN 

THE  POUBTEBNTH  YBAE  OP  THE  REIGN  OP  VICTOBIA. 

OOBAX 

Pollock,  0.  B.,  Williams,  J., 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  TaLPOUED  J., 

Martin,  B. 


The  Queen  against  Henry  Craddock* 
AEKEST  OF  JUDGMENT.  1850. 

JFedneadojft 

"  Northumberland. — ^At  the  General  Quarter  SesEdons  of       iVw.  20. 


the  Peaoe  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  held  at  Hexham,  in  and  Where  a  pri- 
for  the  said  county,  on  Wednesday  the  3rd  day  of  July,  in  dieted  for 
the  14th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  Yiotoria,  goods,  and  in  a 
of  the  XTnited  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  ^u^foTie- 
Queen,  Defender   of  the  Faith ;   before  Her  Majesty's  ^d^)dfl^ 
Justices  of  the  Peace  assigned  to  keep  the  peaoe  of  the  said  )iiS  %/S»^/y 
county : — Henry  Craddock  was  tried  upon  an  indictment  J^^mSw  toy 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy.  !S^«a^d   ^ 

"  Northumberland,  to  wit. — The  jurors  of  our  Lady  the  opnidoted  of 

'  *  •'  the  reoemxigy 

Queen  upon  their  oath,  present  that  Henry  Craddock,  late  the  oonyiction 
of  the  parish  of  Alnwick,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  upon  a  case 
labourer,  on  the  13th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  motion  in  arrest 

of  judgment. 
Where  the  receiving  is  so  laid,  the  Judge  should  direct  the  Jury  to  acquit  upon  the  count 

for  receiving,  if  they  should  not  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  stealing. 
Qy.  Whether  the  words  "so  as  aforesaid  feloniouBly  stolen''  necessazily  mean  that  the 

goods  were  stolen  by  the  person  in  the  preceding  count  mentioned. 

VOL.   I.  CO 


CSADDOCE. 
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1850.  1850,  at  the  pariah  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  one' 
^Eo.  V.  promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  10/.,  and  of  the  value  of 
10/.,  and  one  piece  of  paper  of  the  value  of  one  penny, 
of  the  property,  goods,  and  chattels  of  Eobert  Harvey, 
from  the  person  of  the  said  Eobert  Harvey,  the  said  sum 
of  10/.,  secured  and  payable  by  and  upon  the  said  promis- 
sory note,  being  then  and  there  due  and  unsatisfied  to  the 
said  Bobert  Harvey,  then  and  there  feloniously  did  steal, 
take,  and  cany  away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown,  and  dignity. 

^^  Second  count :  and  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid  do  further  present  that  Henry  Crcuidock,  late  of 
the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  labourer,  on 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  one  bank  note  for  the  payment  of  10/., 
and  of  the  value  of  10/.,  and  one  piece  of  paper  of  the  value 
of  one  penny,  of  the  property,  goods,  and  chattels  of  Robert 
Harvey,  from  the  person  of  the  said  Eobert  Harvey,  the 
said  simi  of  10/.  secured  and  payable  by  and  upon  the  said 
bank  note,  being  then  and  there  due  and  imsatisfied  to  the 
said  Eobert  Harvey,  then  and  there  feloniously  did  steal, 
take  and  carry  away  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady 
the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

"  Third  count :  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid  do  further  present,  that  Henry  Oraddock,  late  of 
the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  coimty  aforesaid,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  afore- 
said, the  goods  and  chattels  aforesaid,  so  as  aforesaid  f elo- 
niously  stolen,  taken  and  carried  away,  feloniously  did 
receive  and  have  then  and  there,  well  knowing  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  last  aforesaid  to  have  been  feloniously 
stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away  against  the  form  of  the 
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statute  in  suoh  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the       1850. 
peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.  -re^.v. 

"  Dickson."        Craddoojl. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  Not  Ghiilty  upon  the  first 
and  second  counts,  but  Guilty  of  receiving  under  the  third 
count.' 

Upon  this  the  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  moved  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  because  the  jury  had  acquitted  the  prisoner  of 
the  stealing,  and  in  the  said  last  count  it  is  stated  that  the 
prisoner  did  receive  the  same  goods  and  chattels  ^^  so  as 
aforesaid  feloniously  stolen^^  whereas  the  jury  having  found 
that  he  had  not  stolen  the  same  they  could  not  imder  the 
third  count  as  it  is  worded  find  him  guilty  of  receiving  the 
goods  so  alleged  to  be  stolen  by  him. 

The  Counsel  for  the  prosecution  contended  that. the 
words  ''  so  as  aforesaid  "  in  the  count  for  receiving  might 
be  struck  out  as  surplusage,  which  the  Court  refused  to  do. 

The  Court,  however,  granted  a  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Justices  of  either  Bench  and  the  Barons  of  the  Exche- 
quer, under  the  statute. 

The  Court  postponed  judgment,  and  the  prisoner  was 
committed  to  the  common  gaol  of  the  county  imtil  the 
decision  of  the  Judges  be  received  unless  he  should 
find  bail  himself  in  40/.,  and  two  sureties  in  20/.  each 
before  the  rising  of  the  Court  or  at  any  adjournment 
thereof,  which  he  has  not  yet  done. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is.  Whether 
the  prisoner  is  properly  found  guilty  under  the  count  for 
receiving  as  set  forth  in  the  indictment. 

"  Charles  Att.  Monck, 

^'  Chairman  of  Quarter  Sessions  for  the 

county  of  Northumberland." 

Otter^  for  the  prisoner. — This  case  turned  upon  the 

cc2 
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>> 


Cbaddooe. 


1850.       oonstraotion  to  be  put  upon  the  words  '^  so  as  aforesaid. 

Reg.  r.  He  should  say  that  they  meant  that  the  goods  in  the  first 
and  second  counts  had  been  stolen,  taken,  and  carried 
away  by  Henry  Craddock,  as  in  those  counts  mentioned. 
The  words  were  descriptive  of  the  person,  and  the  prisoner 
having  been  acquitted  of  the  stealing  was  entitled  to  be 
acquitted  altogether  (a).  Meg,  v.  Woolford  (J)  was  precisely 
in  point ;  but  it  would  be  said  that  an  alteration  had  been 
made  by  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  o.  46 ;  he  would  how- 
ever submit  that  that  statute  made  no  alteration  in  the 
offence  or  in  the  mode  of  pleading.  The  statute  was 
intended  to  lemedy  a  defect  in  the  law  in  consequence  of 
the  escape  of  prisoners  in  such  cases  as  in  Rex  v.  Gfall<h 
icay  (c),  and  Rex  v.  Madden  [d).  In  the  statute  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  46,  s.  3,  the  word  "  felonious  "  is  used  when  applied 
to  receiving,  and  in  some  instances  it  is  omitted  when 
applied  to  the  stealing ;  but  the  statute  must  mean  in  all 
cases  ''feloniously  stolen,"  as  appears  upon  reference 
to  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  56.  It  might  have 
been  sufficient  if  the  third  count  had  simply  stated  the 
goods  to  have  been  feloniously  stolen,  but  the  stealing  is 
limited  by  words  of  description  to  a  particular  stealing — a 
stealing  ''  so  b&  aforesaid."  In  aU  the  precedents,  and  in 
all  the  text  writers  it  has  been  the  custom  to  make  this 
distinction  in  the  form  of  the  indictment: — ^where  the 
principal  and  receiver  are  indicted  jointly  the  receiver  is 
charged  with  receiving  the  goods  and  chattels  ''  so  as  afore- 
said  feloniously  stolen,"  &c.,  but  in  a  substantive  felony 


(a)  See  Ex  parte  Palmer^  6  C.  &  P.  122. 

{b)  1  Moo.  &  B.  384:  marginal  note — "In  an  indictment  for  receiving 
stolen  goods,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen  by  a  person  named,  the 
stealing  by  that  person  must  be  proved,  or  the  receiver  must  be  acquitted." 

{e)  1  M.  C.  C.  234,  in  which  case  the  Judges  (before  the  statute)  deter- 
mined that  a  party  ought  not  to  be  indicted  both  as  a  principal  and  as  a 
receiver. 

{d)  1  M.  C.  C.  277,  confirming  Rex  v.  GaUoway. 
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the  allegation  is  ^^  goods  and  ohattelfi  before  then  felo-  1850. 
niouflly  stolen  did  receive,"  without  stating  by  whom  the  -rboTv, 
felony  was  committed.  The  words  '^  so  as  aforesaid  "  draw  C'^^^>o<«- 
after  them  the  description  of  the  manner  of  stealing,  and 
the  person  by  whom  the  goods  were  stolen.  \_Martiny  B. 
— Is  this  in  the  nature  of  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment?] 
Tes.  [jJfarWn,  B. — Beg.  v.  Woolford  was  upon  a  variance, 
and  not  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Suppose  two  counts  in  an 
indictment,  identically  the  same,  and  the  prisoner  is  found 
guilty  upon  the  one  and  not  guilty  upon  the  other,  could 
the  judgment  be  arrested  P]  No  jury  would  so  stultify  them- 
selves. Suppose  the  indictment  to  have  charged  the  pri- 
soner with  receiving  a  note  stolen  by  A.,  it  could  not  be 
given  in  evidence  that  he  had  received  a  note  stolen  by  B. 
Under  the  statute  the  addition  of  a  count  for  receiving  is 
allowed  only  where  the  goods  are  the  same.  Upon  the 
record  this  inconsistency  would  appear,  that  the  prisoner 
was  acquitted  of  stealing  certain  goods,  and  then  convicted 
of  receiving  those  goods  so  stolen  by  himself.  Where  a 
party  is  charged  with  stealing  a  black  horse,  although  the 
word  '^  black  "  is  immaterial,  still,  if  it  be  alleged  it  must 
be  proved.  [  Williams j  J. — This  being  a  motion  in  arrest 
of  judgment  you  must  take  it  that  all  the  counts  are 
proved.  Pollockj  C.  B. — It  is  extreme  nonsense,  no 
doubt,  but  the  objection  is  purely  technical  and  it  is  met 
by  technicality.]  Then  the  court  will  overrule  Beg.  v. 
Woolford.  \Pollocky  C.  B. — Not  at  all;  that  case  was 
not  after  verdict.  In  this  case  the  Judge  at  the  trial 
ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  to  acquit  upon  the  third 
count  if  they  acquitted  upon  the  other  two,  but  that 
is  not  the  point  before  us.  The  question  before  us  is 
whether  this  judgment  ought  to  be  arrested;  that  is  a 
mere  dry  question  of  pleading.  Williams,  J, — What  is 
the  objection  to  interpreting  the  words  ''so  as  aforesaid" 
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1850.       to  mean,  "as  I  said  before"?— Po/focA,  C.  B. — Some  of 

beo.  t;.       the  Court  are  of  opinion  that  the  words  do  not  necessarily 

Crlddook.    j^ggj;^  tjja^  which  is  attached  to  them  for  the  purpose  of 

raising  this  objection.] 
LiddlCy  for  the  Crown,  was  not  called  upon. 
Pollock,  C.  B. — ^The  conviction  must  be  aflSrmed. 
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SITTINQS  AETEE  MIOHAELMAS  TERM, 

IN 

THE  FOURTEENTH  YEAR  OP  THE  REIGN  OP  VICTORIA. 

OOSAK 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Cresswell,  J., 

Parke,  B.,  Erle,  J., 

Alderson,  B.,  Platt,  B., 

Pattbson,  J.,  Williams,  J., 

Coleridge,  J.,  Talpourd,  J., 

Maule,  J.,  Martin,  B. 


The  Queen  v.  John  Wiley. 

1850. 

EECErVER,  Tuesday, 

Kov.  26  (a). 

"At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  Two  persons 
cx)tinty  of  Northumberland,  holden  by  adjoumment  at  the  J^xg^^JSI  car- 
Moot  Hall  of  the  said  county,  in  the  Castle  of  Newcastle-  S^*^^'!* 
upon-Tyne,  in  the  same  county,  on  the  26th  day  of  Feb-  Pf«*  ^^ 
ruary,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  *<>  ^^  \^^  <>' 
and  fifty,  Bryan  Straughan,  George  Williamson,  and  John  a.  (a  Wggier) 
Wiley  were  jointly  indicted  for  stealing  and  receiving  five  thieves  into 

the  house,  and 
shortly  afterwards  carried  a  lighted  candle  and  conducted  them  to  a  stable  (at  the  back  of  the 
house  and  belonging  thereto)  where  one  of  the  thieves  who  had  carried  the  sack  placed  it  on  the 
floor.  The  mouth  of  the  sack  waa  tied.  The  three  stood  round  the  sack  as  if  bargaininir. 
Held,  that  upon  these  facts  A.  could  not  be  convicted  of  receiving,  by  Farke^  B.,  Alderaoti,  B., 
Fatteaon,  J.,  Coleridge^  J.,  MauU,  J..  Plait,  B.,  Talfourd,  J.,  and  Martin^  B. ;  dissenting,  Lord 
Campbellf  C.  J.,  CretuweU,  J.,  JErle,  J.,  and  William*,  J. 


(a)  This  case  had  been  previously  argued,  in  Easter  Term  last,  on  April  27th,  before  Lord 
Campbell,  0.  J.,  Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Cresswell,  J.,  and  Erie,  J; 
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1850.  hens  and  two  oocks,  the  property  of  Thomas  Davison.  It 
Bbo.  r.  was  proved  that  on  the  morning  of  the  28th  day  of  Januaiy 
^^'"*  in  the  same  year,  about  half-past  four,  Straughan  and 
Williamson  were  seen  to  go  into  the  house  of  John  Wiley's 
father  with  a  loaded  saok  that  was  carried  by  Straughan. 
John  Wiley  lived  with  his  father  in  the  said  house,  and 
was  a  higgler  attending  markets  with  a  horse  and  cart. 
Straughan  and  Williamson  remained  in  the  house  about 
ten  minutes,  and  then  were  seen  to  come  out  of  the  back 
door  preceded  by  John  Wiley  with  a  candle,  Straughan 
again  carrying  the  sack  on  his  shoulders,  and  to  go  into  a 
stable  belonging  to  the  same  house  situated  in  an  enclosed 
yard  at  the  back  of  the  house,  the  house  and  stable  being 
on  the  same  premises.  The  stable  door  was  shut  by  one  of 
them,  and  on  the  policemen  going  in  they  found  the  sack 
lying  on  the  floor  tied  at  the  mouth,  and  the  three  men 
standing  round  it  as  if  they  were  bargaining,  but  no  words 
were  heard.  The  sack  had  a  hole  in  it  through  which 
poultry  feathers  were  protruding.  The  bag  when  opened 
was  found  to  contain  six  hens,  two  cocks,  and  nine  live 
ducks.  There  were  none  of  the  inhabitants  up  in  the  house 
but  John  Wiley,  and  on  being  charged  with  receiving  the 
poultry  knowing  it  to  be  stolen  he  said  that '  he  did  not 
think  he  would  have  bought  the  hens.' 

"The  jury  found  Straughan  and  Williamson  guilty  of 
stealing  the  poultry  laid  in  the  indictment,  and  John  Wiley 
guilty  of  receiving  the  same  knowing  it  to  be  stolen. 

"The  Bench  told  the  jury  that  the  taking  of  Straughan 
and  Williamson  with  the  stolen  goods  as  above  by  Wiley 
into  the  stable  over  which  he  had  control,  for  the  purpose  of 
negotiating  about  the  buyiag  of  them,  he  well  knowing  the 
goods  to  have  been  stolen,  was  a  receiving  of  the  goods  by 
him  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

"  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  If  the 
conviction  of  Wiley  is  proper. 


Wiley. 
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"  The  three  prisoners  were  again  jointly  indicted  for  steal-       1850. 
ing  and  receiving  the  nine  ducks  which  were  found  in  the  sack      r]^~^ 
mentioned  in  the  last  case,  and  upon  the  same  evidence  and 
the  same  direction  by  the  Bench.     The  jury  again  found 
Straughan  and  Williamson  guilty  of  stealing,  and  John 
Wiley  guilty  of  receiving  the  nine  ducks,  knowing  them  to 
have  been  stolen.    The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  is,  Whether  this  second  conviction  is  proper. 
(Signed)  Chakles  Att.  Momce, 

''  Chairman  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
for  Northumberland." 

OtteTy  for  the  prisoner. — Was  this  a  receiving  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  3  W.  &  M.  c.  9P  From 
the  stat.  5  Anne,  o.  31,  down  to  22  Geo.  III.  c.  58, 
there  were  many  statutes  against  buyers  and  receivers. 
In  all  those  statutes  the  words  "  buy  and  receive "  were 
used.  The  subsequent  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  lY.  c.  29, 
under  which  this  indictment  was  laid,  repeals  the  stat.  22 
Gteo.  m.  and  makes  it  an  offence  to  "receive"  stolen 
goods,  omitting  the  word  "  buy,"  and  therefore  it  appears 
that  buying  without  receiving  is  not  an  offence  under  that 
statute.  If  that  be  so,  the  fact  of  taking  the  party  into  the 
stable  with  an  intent  to  buy  is  no  offence.  Upon  the 
meaning  of  the  word  "  receive "  in  that  stat.  (the  7  &  8 
Qeo.  lY.  c.  29,  s.  54,)  this  case  depended.  How  did  the 
parties  at  the  time  stand  in  relation  to  the  stolen  articles. 
It  was  quite  dear  that  the  right  of  property  remained  in 
the  party  from  whom  it  was  stolen.  The  thieves  had  the 
actual  possession,  and  nothing  more ;  there  is  no  evidence 
that  that  passed  from  them.  He  cited,  I\/9on  v.  Charn^ 
bera  (a),  and  Armory  v.  Delamirie  (J),  to  show  that  where 
the  pariy  has  the  right  to  an  actual  possession,  originally 

(a)  9  M.  &.  W.  460.  {b)  1  Stra.  605. 


WiLBT. 
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1850.  obtained,  not  by  unlawful  means,  lie  may  maintain  trover, 
Bxa.v.  ^^^  it  w^  '^^ry  different  where  the  possession  was  obtained 
by  unlawful  means ;  there  trover  by  the  party  so  poss^sed 
would  not  lie,  there  being  no  ownership  in  him.  In  order 
to  create  a  possession  in  the  receiver  there  must  be  a 
willing  parting  with  the  possession  by  the  holder,  and  on 
the  part  of  the  receiver  there  must  be  a  willing  taHng*. 
[Lord  Campbell^  0.  J. — May  there  not  be  a  joint  posses- 
sion in  the  receiver  and  in  the  thief.]  In  this  case  he 
thought  there  could  not  be ;  possession  by  the  thieves  was 
antagonistic  to  possession  by  the  receiver.  In  order  to  con- 
stitute a  receiving  there  must  be  a  person  parting  with  the 
property  and  another  receiving  it.  If  one  man  were  to  say 
to  another,  I  have  a  watch  hidden  under  such  a  tree,  and  tiie 
other  were  upon  this  to  go  and  take  it,  it  could  not  be  said 
that  that  was  a  receiving,  because  it  was  taken  against  the 
vdll  of  the  party  having  the  possession ;  Reg.  v.  Wade  {a). 
A  man  cannot  be  said  to  receive  that  which  he  steals. 
Nor  will  a  constructive  possession  be  sufficient ;  the  party 
must  have  actually  received  the  goods  into  his  possession ; 
Eeg.  V.  Hillib),  \Lord  Campbelly  0.  J. — ^That  case  goes 
to  show  that  an  actual  or  potential  receiving  is  sufficient. 
Mauky  J. — ^What  is  "  potential "  P]  He  apprehended  it 
meant  having  a  disposing  power  over  the  property.  If 
potential  is  to  mean  constructive  possession,  Beg.  v.  Sill 
is  wrongly  decided ;  for  the  party  to  whom  goods  are  for- 
warded has,  whilst  the  goods  are  in  transitu^  a  constructive 
possession.  [^Aidersan,  B. — That  doctrine  does  not  apply 
in  criminal  cases  (c).  Lord  Campbell,  G.  J. — Suppose  the 
thief  and  the  receiver  to  have  both  of  them  at  the  time  the 


(a)  1  Car.  &  K.  739. 

lb)  1  Den.  G.  C.  463,  antey  p.  150. 

((?)  In  ciTil  cases,  the  law  implies  a  lawful  possessioni  althongh  there  may 
not  be  an  actual  receipt.  In  criminal  cases,  the  lawful  possession  cannot  be 
implied ;  the  charge  is  of  an  unlawful  possession. 


WiLBT. 
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actual  manual  possession,  mil  that  doP  May  there  not  be  1850. 
a  reoeiTing  although  the  thief  is  jointly  in  possession P]  If  jtsa^p, 
there  can  be  a  joint  possession  the  case  of  JReg,  v.  Parr  (a) 
is  -wrongly  decided.  Here  the  prisoner  never  had  the 
manual  possession.  [Zorrf  Campbell^  0.  J. — Suppose  the 
bargain  to  be  struck,  but  the  position  of  the  parties  with 
respect  to  the  goods  to  have  been  unaltered,  how  would 
that  have  beenP  Alderson^  B. — ^It  is  immaterial  that 
the  goods  should  have  been  paid  for;  if  the  parties  had  gone 
away  and  left  the  goods,  giving  the  prisoner  credit,  that 
would  have  done.  Lord  Campbell^  0.  J. — ^Would  it  not 
have  been  sufficient  if  the  thieves  had  parted  with  the  pos- 
session xmtil  the  price  had  been  agreed  upon?  Alderson^ 
B. — ^It  is  quite  consistent  with  the  direction  of  the  Judge 
that  the  thieves  had  the  possession  from  the  first  to  the 
last,  ParkCj  B. — ^The  question  here  is  whether  taking 
the  thieves  into  the  stable  with  the  goods  was  a  posses- 
sion of  the  goods  with  the  thieves.]  The  construction  at- 
tempted to  be  put  is,  that  it  was  a  receiviag  of  the  goods  to 
take  in  the  prisoners.  Can  a  man  be  said  to  be  a  receiver 
of  stolen  goods  who  merely  takes  another  person  aside  for 
the  purpose  of  buying  them?  Here  the  prisoner  had  not 
the  control  of  the  stable;  it  was  his  father's  stable.  Farina 
V.  Home  (6)  is  a  decision  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"receive:"  there  Parke^  B.,  adopted  the  ruling  of  the 
under-sheriff  who  tried  the  cause; — "  that  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  statute  (the  Statute  of  Frauds,  s.  17)  the 
acceptance,  or  receipt,  must  be  with  the  intention  of  taking 
possession  as  owner."  It  may  be  said  there  is  a  difference 
in  the  cases,  but  the  question  is,  what  facts  constitute  a 
receiving  under  the  statute?  Was  there  not  a  locmpoenu 
tenticB?  Suppose  Wiley  would  not  have  given  the  sum 
demanded,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  thieves  from 

(a)  2  Moo.  &  E.  346.  (*)  16  M.  &  W.  119. 
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1850.       taking  the  goods  away  again.    The  question  of  actual  or 
Bxo.v.      oonstruotive  possession  was  not  left  to  the  jury. 
Wnj5T.  Liddkf  for  the  Crown,  would  confine  his  lemarks  to 

what  took  place  from  the  time  of  the  thieves  entering  the 
house  to  the  time  they  left  it,  partioularly  to  what  took 
place  in  the  stable.    Many  of  the  arguments  on  the  other 
side  were  based  upon  this  fallacy;  they  confounded  con- 
structive possession  with  joint  actual  possession.    JReg.  t* 
Parr  (a),  was  clearly  a  case  of  constructive  possession,  as 
against  Solbome.    It  was  said  that  the  possession  of  the 
thieves  was  antagonistic  to  that  of  the  receiver.    In  Bex 
Y.  King  ((),  where  the  prisoner  assisted  in  carrying  away 
some  goods  which  had  been  previously  stolen,  the  prisoner 
might  have  been  indicted  as  a  receiver  at  common  law  or 
under  the  statute,  although  there  was  no  transfer  of  the 
goods  from  the  thieves  to  King.    A  man  may  have  actual 
joint  possession.    There  may  be  actual  possession  vidthout 
manual  possession,  as  in  the  case  of  receiving  and  harbour- 
ing a  prisoner;  that  is  a  potential  possession.    The  question 
here  is, — had  Wiley  any  possession  at  all?    Had  he  either 
actual  or  potential  possession?    At  common  law  a  man 
was  a  receiver  who  let  another  into  his  house  and  shut  the 
door.    Why  was  not  the  prisoner  a  receiver  at  common 
law  in  this  case?   he  had  exercised  a  control  over  the 
goods;  but  for  that  control  they  would  not  have  been  taken 
into  the  stable.    In  East's  P.  C.  vol.  ii.  p.  765,  it  is  said, 
'^  As  to  what  general  evidence  shall  be  held  to  constitute  a 
receiver  under  the  statutes  of  W.  &  M.  and  Anne,  and  22 
Geo.  III.  c.  58,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  words  of  those 
acts  are  in  the  disjunctive,  "receive  or  buy."    Therefore 
it  follows  that  in  order  to  constitute  a  receiver  generally  so 
called,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  goods  should  be  actually 
purchased  by  him;  neither  does  it  seem  necessary  that  the 

{a)  2  Moo.  &  B.  346.  {b)  Buss.  &  B.  332. 
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receiver  should  have  any  interest  whatever  in  the  goods;  it  1850. 
is  sufficient  if  they  be  in  fact  received  into  his possessionin  BEoTrT 
any  manner,  mah  animOj  so  as  to  favour  the  thief ,  or  with- 
out lawful  authority,  express,  or  to  be  implied  from  the 
drcumstanoes  "  (a).  And  if  "  to  receive,"  and  ^'to  have  in 
possession,"  are  to  be  regarded  as  convertible  terms,  the 
statute  2  Will.  lY.  c.  34,  against  offences  relating  to  the 
coin,  gives  us  an  interpretation :  in  sect.  21  it  is  enacted 
that  where  the  having  any  matter  in  the  custody  or  posses- 
sion of  any  person  is  by  that  act  made  an  offence,  it  shall 
be  construed  to  mean  any  person  having  any  such  matter 
in  his  personal  custody  or  possession,  or  knowingly  and  wil- 
fully having  it  in  a  dwelling-house  or  other  building, 
lodging,  apartment,  field,  or  other  place,  open  or  inclosed, 
and  whether  belonging  to  himself  or  not,  or  whether  it 
shall  be  had  for  his  own  use  and  benefit  or  that  of  another. 
Iteff.  V.  Itoges  {b)  was  a  case  arising  upon  that  statute, 
and  there  it  was  held  that  "where  pieces  of  counterfeit  coin 
are  found  on  one  of  two  persons  acting  in  guilty  concert, 
and  both  knowing  of  the  possession,  both  are  guilty  under 
the  statute."  There  the  argument  was  precisely  that  put 
forward  for  the  prisoner  in  this  case.  The  possession  was 
joint  from  the  moment  the  parties  acted  in  concert  in 
reference  to  the  goods  in  question.  Beg.  v.  Oerri8h{c). 
\_Mauley  J. — Those  were  not  cases  of  stolen  money.]  By 
potential  possession  must  be  meant  having  the  physical 
power  to  take  the  thing  into  his  own  hand ;  if  that  be  so  it 
is  impossible  to  conceive  a  stronger  case  of  potential  pos- 

(a)  On  the  f  onner  argoment  LiddU  added,  that  the  same  doctrine  was  re- 
cognised in  i2«y.  y.  DaviSf  6  G.  &  P.  177 ;  and  that  in  lUff.  v.  Miehardtonj 
6  C.  &  P.  335,  Taunton,  J.,  in  smnming  up  with  respect  to  the  receiver, 
said : — "  Whether  he  made  any  bargain  or  not  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence. 
If  he  received  theproperty  f  or  the  mere  purpose  of  conceahnent,  without  deriv- 
ing any  profit  at  all,  he  is  just  as  much  a  receiver  as  if  he  had  purchased  it. 
It  is  a  receiving  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute."  He  also  cited  £eg.  v. 
OruneeU,  9  Car.  &  P.  305. 

ip)  2  Moo.  G.  G.  85.  («)  2  Moo.  &  B.  219. 
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1850.       session  (a) ;  not  only  so,  he  exercised  a  control  over  them  ; 
jiBQ.v.      ^®  ^d  ^^  actual  possession.      [^Coleridge,  J. — ^Do  tho 
WiLBT.      -^ords  "  as  above,"  include  the  taking  to  the  stable  P]    He 
apprehended  they  did.    If  he  was  entitled  to  use  the  fact 
that  the  sack  was  on  the  stable  floor  at  the  time,  and  not  in 
the  manual  possession  of  the  others,  it  seemed  to  him  to 
put  the  case  beyond  all  doubt.    Wiley  had  then  a  posses- 
sion at  least  equal  to  that  of  the  other  prisoners. 
Otter  replied. 

Martin,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  this  conviction  is  wrong. 
The  case  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute  7  & 
8  Geo.  rV.  c.  29,  s.  64.  Now  I  apprehend  the  true  rule 
for  the  construction  of  statutes  is  that  laid  down  by  Parke, 
B.,  in  Becke  v.  Smith  (J),  where  he  says,  "  It  is  a  very 
useful  rule  in  the  construction  of  a  statute  to  adhere  to  the 
ordinarjr  meaning  of  the  words  used,  and  to  the  grammati- 
cal  construction,  unless  that  is  at  variance  with  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  be  collected  from  the  statute 
itself,  or  leads  to  any  manifest  absurdity  or  repugnance,  in 
which  case  the  language  may  be  varied  or  modified  so  as  to 
avoid  such  inconvenience,  but  no  further."  The  question 
therefore  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  receive"  as 
used  in  the  statute  P  I  understand  the  facts  of  this  case 
to  be  these.  [He  stated  the  facts.]  Now  I  am  of  opinion  that 
"Wiley  never  did  receive  these  articles,  that  he  had  no  pro- 
perty in  them,  that  the  stealers  had  possession  of  the  fowls, 
intending  to  hold  them  if  the  price  was  not  such  as  satisfied 
them,  and  not  intending  that  Wiley  should  have  them 
unless  the  bargain  was  to  their  satisfaction ;  and,  therefore, 
that  Wiley  never  did  receive  them.  I  also  think  it  neces- 
sary that  parties  should  understand  with  what  they  are 

(a)  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  said  he  oould  not  attach  any  legal  meaning  to  the 
word  "potential." 

(b)  2  M.  &  W.  195,  referring  to  Burtoni  J.,  in  Warburton  y.  Lovelandy  1 
Hudson  &  Brooke's  Irish  Reports,  648.  See  further,  M.  &  W.,  General 
Index,  p.  396, "  Statute." 
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charged,  and  tliat,  to  that  end,  tlie  simple  and  ordinary       1850. 
meaning  of  the  words  should  be  adopted.  bxgTv. 

Talfourd,  J. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  °'^' 
is  wrong  upon  the  simple  words  of  the  statute.  It  appears 
to  me  that  Wiley's  position  (as  stated  in  the  case)  excludes 
any  question  as  to  whether  he  was  exercising  dominion 
over  the  fowls.  He  was  in  the  situation  of  a  purchaser 
who  had  not  completed  his  purchase,  and  in  whom,  at  the 
time,  there  was  no  right  of  possession. 

Williams,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  this  conviction  was  right. 
If  Wiley  had  conveyed  the  sack  from  the  house  to  the 
stable  he  would  have  had  possession  of  the  fowls,  with  a 
corrupt  and  wicked  mind,  knowing  that  they  were  stolen ; 
but  the  question  is,  whether,  upon  the  facts  stated,  he  was 
proved  to  have  had  possession.  There  is  no  doubt  that  all 
the  parties  had  a  common  purpose  in  carrying  the  sack  to 
the  stable ;  for  this  purpose  it  was  necessary  that  some  one 
should  have  the  manual  possession.  Wiley  had  it  not,  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  they  were  all  agents  for  the  one  common 
purpose ;  that  the  man  who  earned  the  fowls,  had  posses- 
sion as  agent  for  the  prisoner,  and  that  the  prisoner  was 
therefore  properly  convicted. 

Platt,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  the  conviction  was  wrong. 
In  order  to  convict,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  party 
was  actually  a  receiver,  that  the  goods  were  imder  his 
dominion.  If  it  is  to  be  taken,  that  while  the  sack  was 
being  carried  to  the  stable,  and  Wiley  was  carrying  the 
light,  they  were  jointly  in  possession,  it  must  be  taken 
that  the  possession  was  of  the  same  kind.  Wiley's  posses- 
sion must  have  been  the  same  as  that  of  the  others — the 
thieves;  if  so,  how  could  he  be  convicted  of  receiving? 
As  the  bargain  was  open  at  the  time,  and  as  the  thieves 
had  the  control  and  possession  (not  lawfully),  and  as  it  was 
not  to  be  expected  that  the  possession  would  have  been 
parted  with  unless  the  bargain  had  been  struck,  it  seems  to 
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1850.  me  too  muoh  to  say,  that  Wiley  had  reeeiyed  them,  and 
i^oTT  therefore  too  much  to  say,  "  that  the  taking  of  Straughan 
Wiley.  j^^  WiUiamson  with  the  stolen  goods/'  as  set  out,  "  by 
Wiley  into  the  stable,  over  which  he  had  control,  for  the 
purpose  of  negotiating  about  the  buying  of  them,  he  well 
knowing  the  goods  to  have  been  stolen,  is  a  reoeiying  of  the 
goods  by  him  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.'' 

Erle,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  this  oonviotion  was  right, 
upon  two  grounds.  Wiley  co-operated  with  the  thieves  in 
taking  the  goods  to  the  stable  from  the  house,  which  was 
under  the  control  of  Wiley,  for  the  purpose  of  more  securely- 
bargaining  for  the  goods.  If  Wiley  had  taken  part  in  car- 
rying the  goods,  there  is  no  doubt  in  the  minds  of  many 
of  the  Judges,  that  that  would  have  been  a  joint  possession ; 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  the  part  he  took  in  the  trans- 
port of  the  goods,  he  was  jointly  in  possession.  I  found 
this  opioion,  in  some  measure,  upon  the  law,  that  if  the  thief 
asks  a  person  to  remove  the  goods  stolen  to  a  place  of  safety, 
and  that  person  does  so  remove  them,  although  he  is  not 
liable  to  be  convicted  of  a  larceny,  he  may  be  convicted 
as  a  receiver  {a) :  from  this  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  that 
if  a  person  who  so  co-operates  is  criminally  liable  as  a 
receiver,  the  prisoner  in  this  case  ought  not  to  be  ac- 
quitted. I  am  also  of  opinion  the  conviction  ought  to  be 
sustained  upon  this  ground. — ^With  respect  to  felons,  the 
rules  of  law  in  reference  to  civil  rights  have  no  application. 
Originally,  the  person  who  assisted  the  thief,  was  held  to 
be  an  accessory ;  so  with  any  person  who  harboured  the 
the  thief ;  and  in  consequence  of  that  being  recognised  to 
be  the  state  of  the  law,  receiving  itself  was  made  a  sub- 
stantive felony.  I  think  the  word,  "receive,"  ought  to  be 
construed  with  analogy  to  the  word  "  harbouring : "  and  if 
the  receiver  is  the  owner  of  the  stable,  and  authorized  the 

{a)  Hex  y.  Kxng,  Bubs.  &  Ry.  332. 
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thieyes  to  deposit  the  goods  there,  he  is  a  reoeiyer  of  the  1850. 
property: — he  is  not  the  less  a  reoeiver,  because  the  thieyes  bxq.v. 
remain  there  with  the  property.  The  earlier  statutes  did  Wilby. 
not  oontemplate  that  a  bargain  should  constitute  part  of 
the  receiying.  The  stat  29  Geo.  U.  o.  30,  against  re- 
oeiyers  of  stolen  metal,  made  it  an  offence  to  leaye  open  any 
door,  window,  or  shutter,  between  sun-set  and  sun-rising, 
for  the  purpose  of  reoeiying,  or  to  buy  or  receiye  in  any 
clandestine  manner.  The  offence  contemplated  in  those 
statutes  was,  affording  any  assistance  to  the  thief;  and 
their  object  was  to  preyent  any  communication  between 
the  thief  and  any  other  party,  so  that  the  thief  should  not 
be  able  to  find  any  place  of  deposit :  no  transfer  of  right 
was  contemplated.  In  East,  P.  G.  765,  it  is  laid  down 
that  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  goods  should  be  pur- 
chased, or  that  the  receiyer  should  haye  any  interest  in 
them ;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  be  in  fact  receiyed  into  his 
possession  in  any  manner  mah  animo  to  f ayour  the  thief. 
The  same  rule  is  also  laid  down  in  2  Buss,  on  Grimes, 
247  (a),  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  law  contemplated  such 
a'receiying  as  this.  I  therefore  think  this  conyiction  was 
right.  I  take  it  as  a  fact,  that  they  were  in  a  stable,  oyer 
which  Wiley  had  control. 

Gresswell,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  this  conyiction  is  right. 
The  direction  of  the  bench  is  the  only  point  we  haye  to  con- 
sider.  We  must  take  the  case  as  embodying  the  manner 
in  which  the  fowls  were  brought  to  the  father's  house,  and 
that  they  were  remoyed  from  the  house  to  the  stable, 
Wiley  aiding  and  assisting.  If  the  goods  had  been 
remoyed  by  the  thieyes,  in  the  first  instance,  from  one 
part  of  the  premises  whence  the  goods  were  stolen  to 
another  part  of  the  same  premises,  and  there  left,  and 
Wiley  had  gone  to  assist  in  the  remoyal,  he  would,  no 

(a)  See  note  (a),  ante,  p.  373. 
yOL.  I.  D  D 
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1850.  doubt,  have  been  guilfy  of  larceny.  If  you  substitate  some 
BiEa.v,  other  place  of  deposit,  and  Wiley  had  gone  thither  for  the 
purpose  of  assisting  the  thieves  in  the  removal,  there  would 
have  been  a  joint  removal;  he  would  then  have  had  a  joint 
possession  with  them.  By  assisting  to  move  them,  as  in 
the  present  case,  he  was  dearly  a  concurring  party,  and 
therefore  I  am  of  opinion  he  was  rightly  convicted. 
Matjle,  J. — ^I  think  the  conviction  is  wrong. 
Coleridge,  J. — ^I  think  the  conviction  is  wrong.  If  the 
direction  be  construed  strictly  it  must  limit  us  to  the  f  act, 
of  Wiley,  with  a  guilty  knowledge,  leading  the  thieves  into 
the  stable  for  the  purpose  of  buying ;  but  I  think  it  more 
consect  to  indude  all  the  facts  connected  with  the  bringing 
of  the  goods  to  the  house,  and  the  conveying  them  to  the 
stable.  This  view  of  the  case  does  not  indude  any  pre- 
vious concert  in  what  had  been  going  on  before.  I  find, 
then,  that  he  was  guilty  of  helping  them  to  a  place  of 
safety  under  his  control,  until  a  certain  contingency  should 
happen.  It  is  not  found  that  that  contingency  did  happen, 
nor  does  it  appear  that  Wiley  was  to  be  admitted  to  any 
possession  until  that  did  take  place.  I  cannot  find  any- 
thing that  amounts  to  the  one  or  the  other,  and  I  therefore 
think  this  conviction  wrong.  I  entirely  agree  with  my 
brother  Martin,  and  think,  that  in  the  construction  of  the 
word  "  receive  "  we  should  go  upon  the  broad  ground  of 
common  sense. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am,  upon  the  whole,  of  the  same  opinion, 
that  this  conviction  is  wrong.  I  do  not  say  there  are  no  dr- 
oimistances  under  which  a  joint  possession  can  make  the 
party  a  receiver :  there  may  be  such  circumstances,  but  we 
do  not  find  them  here.  The  goods  were  all  the  while  in 
the  manual  possession  of  the  thieves,  and  the  parties  were 
arrested  before  the  sacks  were  opened.  How  far  the  sack 
being  upon  the  floor,  and  no  one  at  that  time  being  in  the 
manual  possession  of  it,  may  have  been  a  conveying  of  the 
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possefiBion  to  Wiley,  I  oannot  now  inquire ;  because  the       1850. 
case  was  not  left  to  the  juiy  upon  that  point,  but  upon      Bsa,v. 
"Wiley's  going  to  the  stable  with  the  thieves,    I  appiehend      Wilby. 
it  was  not  intended  to  deliver  the  goods  to  Wiley  until  the 
bargain  was  struck ;  but  I  do  not  wish  to  be  considered  as 
giving  any  opioion  on  this  ground,  because  I  believe  the 
direction  to  have  been  wrong. 

Alderson,  B.,  said  that  he  agreed  with  the  majority  of 
tiiie  Court,  and  thought  that  in  all  such  cases  there  should 
be  a  broad  and  dividing  point. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  is 
wrong.  It  is  our  duty,  when  a  case  ia  submitted  to  us,  to 
consider  only  the  precise  point  submitted,  and  not  what 
would  have  been  our  conclusion  as  to  the  party's  guilt 
or  innocence  had  we  been  called  upon  to  take  into  con- 
sideration all  the  circumstances.  The  words  ''  as  above," 
in  the  direction  to  the  jury,  must  be  taken  to  include  all 
the  preceding  matter  relating  to  taking  the  thieves  iuto  the 
stable.  What  we  have  to  consid^  is,  whether  the  direc- 
tion was  a  proper  one.  I  am  of  opinion  the  word  ^' receive  " 
is  to  be  construed  in  its  ordinary  sense ;  there  is  nothing 
before  us  to  show  that  the  goods  were  so  received  into  the 
possession  of  the  prisoner.  All  that  we  have,  ia  the  fact  of 
his  conducting  the  thieves  with  the  goods  into  the  stable. 
Strachan  and  Williamson  had  possession  of  the  goods,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  they  had  any  intention  to  part  with 
them  tmless  a  bargain  had  been  entered  iuto.  It  does  not 
appear  that  such  a  bargain  was  made,  or  that  Wiley  had  any 
charge  of  the  goods.  Then  what  is  there  in  the  direction 
more  than  this : — that  lighting  the  parties  into  the  stable 
with  the  sack  was  a  receiving  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  P  I  think  that  the  statute  requires  a  receiving  into 
the  possession  of  the  prisoner ;  and  I  think  that  this  waa 
no  more  a  receiving  into  the  possession  of  the  prisoner 
than  if  it  had  been  the  case  of  a  stolen  watch,  which  one  of 

dd2 
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1850.       the  prisoners  had  had  in  his  pocket  during  the  whole  of  the 
'  time. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^I  agree  with  those  Judges  who 
think  this  conviction  right.  I  think  it  is  a  reoeiying  within 
the  statute,  wherever  a  person  knowing  the  goods  to  have 
been  stolen  has  possession  of  them  for  a  bad  purpose-— 
mala  animo ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  he  has  poflseesion 
of  them  as  against  the  thieves.  It  is  agreed  there  may  be  a 
possession  other  than  a  manual  possession.  What  are  the 
facts  of  this  case  P  Wiley  was  in  possession  of  the  goods, 
knowing  them  to  have  been  brought  there  for  a  bad  purpose. 
The  sack  was  to  be  carried  from  the  house  to  the  stable  for 
an  illegal  purpose.  For  that  purpose,  was  not  Wiley  in 
possession  P  There  was  no  parting  with  the  possession ;  but 
did  not  Wiley  enter  into  the  unlawful  purpose  P  was  he  not 
a  party  engaged  in  removing  the  sack  to  the  stable?  Was 
not  Williamson  as  much  in  possession  as  Strachan  whilst 
the  sack  was  so  in  transitu  ?  If  so,  why  was  not  Wiley  P 
It  is  true,  Wiley  did  not,  any  more  than  Williamson,  assist 
in  carrying  the  sack ;  but  Wiley  went  before,  carrying  the 
candle.  Suppose  that  Wiley  had  carried  the  sack,  would 
he  not  have  been  in  possession  in  so  removing  it  from  the 
house  to  the  stable  P  Suppose  he  had  assisted  Strachan  in 
carrying  the  sack,  would  there  not  then  have  been  a  joint 
possession  P  I  think  there  would.  Strachan  carried  the 
sack,  and  the  others  aided  and  abetted  him :  I  think,  there- 
fore, there  was  what  in  law  amounts  to  a  possession  by  the 
three  parties.  It  has  been  decided,  over  and  over  again^ 
that  there  may  be  a  joint  possession  by  the  thief  and  the 
receiver ;  but  I  do  not  stop  there,  because  it  appears  to  me 
from  the  case  that  the  whole  transaction  was  laid  before 
the  jury,  and  I  think  the  whole  of  the  facts  are  before  us. 
In  whose  possession  were  the  goods  when  the  sack  was  on 
the  floor  P  No  one  then  had  the  actual  possession :  it  was 
then  as  much  in  the  possession  of  Wiley  as  of  the  others ; 
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and  I  think  you  oannot  say  there  was  no  possession  unless      1850. 
the  thieves  had  determined  to  part  with  the  property,  and      bm.v. 
the  reoeiver  had  the  whole  and  sole  possession.    I  think,      Wiley. 
therefore,  there  is  sufficient  to  enable  me  to  come  to  a 
determination  that  there  was  a  reoeiying  in  law  by  the 
prisoner  Wiley. 

Upon  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  judges  the  sen- 
tence must  be  reyersed,  and  the  Court  below  must  be 
informed  that  the  judgment  of  the  Judges  and  of  the 
Barons  of  the  Exchequer  is,  that  the  party  ought  not  to 
have  been  convicted. 

Conviction  reversed. 
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1850. 

'Tuesday, 
Nov,  26  (fl). 

Theprifloner 
was  convicted 
upon  an  indict- 
mont  for  utter- 
ing a  certain 
forged  warrant, 
order,  and 
request,  &c. 
In  the  indict- 
ment the  in- 
strument was 
Bet  out  yer- 
batim.    It  waa 
contended  that 
the  instrument 
was  neither  a 
warrant  nor  an 
order.    Held 
(without  de- 
ciding the 
point  ar^ed), 
that  the  instru- 
ment, having 
been  set  out 
upon  the  in- 
dictment, the 
prisoner  was 
properly]  con- 
victed. 

The  Court, 
for  the  purpose 
of  assisnng  its 
judgment,  wOl 
look  at  the  in- 
dictment, al- 
though it  be  not 
set  out  in  the 
case. 


Thb  Qttbek  against  David  Williams. 

WAREANT,  ORDER,  and  REaUEST. 

'^  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  (sitting  for  Mr.  J110- 
tioe  Williams),  at  the  last  Chester  Assizes,  for  forgery. 
The  indictment  oharged  the  prisoner  with  forging,  and 
in  other  cotmts  with  uttering,  knowing  the.  same  to  be 
forged,  a  certain  warrant,  order,  and  request  for  goods, 
with  intent  to  defraud  William  Bevan.  Other  counts 
charged  the  intent  to  be  to  defraud  Edward  Lloyd. 

"  It  appeared  in  evidence  that  Lloyd,  who  was  an  iron- 
monger in  Sidney  Street,  Manchester,  was  in  the  habit  of 
buying  ironmongery  goods  from  Bevan,  who  was  a  smith 
and  ironmoulder  at  Duckinfield,  in  Cheshire.  Lloyd  had 
for  some  time  before  the  commission  of  the  ojffences  em- 
ployed the  prisoner  to  sell  goods  on  commission.  On  the 
22nd  of  December,  1849,  the  prisoner  presented  to  Bevan 
a  paper  in  the  following  terms,  which  was  proved  to  be  a 
forgery  of  Hoyd^s  handwriting  :— 

" '  Sidney  Street,  22nd  December,  1849. 
« *  Mr.  Bevan, 
^^  ^  S.    Pleas  to  sen  by  Bearer  a  quantity  of  basket  nails 
a  clasp  for 

*  E.  Lloyd.' 
^^  Bevan,  on  the  faith  of  this  doomnent  being  genuine, 
gave  the  prisoner  nails  to  the  value  of  11^.,  which  he  dis- 
posed of  for  his  own  benefit. 

^^  It  was  objected  for  the  prisoner  that  the  forged  instru- 
ment was  neither  a  warrant  nor  an  order,  but  only  a 
request,  for  goods ;  and  that,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  indict- 


(a)  This  case  had  been  argued  in  Easter  Term  last,  on  April  27th,  before 
Lord  Campbellf  C.  J.,  Parke,  £.,  Alderson,  B.,  Crcsswell,  J.,  and  Erk,  J. 
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ment,  it  most  be  a  wairant  and  an  order,  as  well  as  a      1850. 
xeqnesfc.    Begina  y.  WitUams,  2  Gar.  &  E.  61,  was  re-  " 


f eiied  to.  WnmSn. 

^'The  prisoner  was  oon^ioted  on  the  oonnts  for  nttering ; 
and  I  reserved  for  the  judgment  of  this  Court  the  following 
questions : — ^first,  whether  the  forged  paper  was  a  warrant 
and  an  order,  as  well  as  a  request ;  secondly,  if  not»  whe- 
ther the  indiotment  was  supported. 

"W.  N.  Wblsby. 

"April  16, 1850." 

WIntyre  (for  the  prisoner).  That  this  is  not  a  warrant, 
order,  and  request  is  olear  from  the  case  Bex  y.  Crauh 
ther  (a) ,  and  the  objection  here  is,  that  in  order  to  support 
the  indiotment  the  document  must  be  a  warrant,  order, 
and  request ;  that  it  must  be  all  three.  In  Beg.  y.  Wil' 
liams  {b)  the  indiotment  was  for  forging  a  certain  warrant 
and  order ;  and  Wightman^  J.,  there  said,  "  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  the  instniment  is  a  vxirrant ;  and  I  am  also  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not  an  order ^  because  it  appears  that  the 
bankers  were  not  bound  to  obey  it,  although  in  point  of 
isxA  they  did  obey  it.  As  it  is  described  in  the  indictment 
as  both  a  "warrant  and  order,"  which  it  is  not,  I  think 
that  the  yariance  is  fatal,  and  that  the  prisoner  must  be 
acquitted."  And  that  is  in  accordance  with  Beg.  y.  Oil' 
Christ  {c).  There  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  four 
warrants  and  orders;  and  the  case  being  reserved  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges,  Parke^  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment, 
said,  "  The  judges  are  all  of  opinion  that  what  is  meant  by 
the  indictment  is  that  you  stole  four  instroments  or  four 
valuable  secmities,  each  of  which  is  both  a  warrant  and  an 
order;  and  putting  that  construction  upon  the  indictment 
they  are  of  opinion  that  the  instrument  you  stole  was  a 

(a)  6  Gar.  &  F.  316.  {fi)  2  Car.  &  K.  51. 

(0)  Car.  &  M.  232. 
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1850.  warrant  and  order.  They  are  of  opinion  it  is  an  order  aa 
R^^"^!  well  as  a  warrant."  A  check  upon  a  banker  would  be  a 
WiLLUMS.  -^arrant,  order,  and  request:  such  a  document  would 
satisfy  each  description ;  but  the  present  document  does 
not,  because  the  party  signing  it  (supposing  it  to  be  ge- 
nuine) had  no  power  to  compel  a  compliance  with  the 
request.  To  be  an  order,  the  relation  the«parties  bear  to 
each  other  must  be  such  that  the  person  ordering  has  the 
power  to  command:  Beg,  y.  Newton  {d).  Upon  that 
authority  he  should  contend  that  this  was  not  an  order 
within  the  statute :  it  was  merely  a  request.  He  relied 
upon  Beg,  v.  Gilchristj  and  the  subsequent  case  of  Beg,  y. 
Williams ;  and  he  submitted  that  the  conyiction  was  wrong, 
and  ought  to  be  reyersed.  [Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. — ^Was 
it  not  in  some  of  the  coimts  ^'a  certain  warrant,  order, 
and  request  in  the  words  following,"  setting  it  out.]  The 
instrument  was  set  out  on  the  indictment.  [Cresatrellj  J. 
*— We  think,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  our  judgment  in. 
this  case,  we  may  look  at  the  indictment.] 

Judgment  deferred. 

Lord  Campbell,  G.  J.,  now  deliyered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  as  follows. — Inspection  of  the  indictment  re- 
moyes  all  doubt  upon  this  subject.  The  instrument  was 
set  out  upon  the  indictment  in  hcec  verba.  The  conyiction 
was  therefore  right. 

{a)  2  Moo.  0.  G.  69. 
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OOBAX 

Pollock,  0.  B.,  Williams,  J., 

Erlb,  J.,  Talfoubd,  J., 

Mabtin,  B. 


The  Queen  against  George  Dadson. 
Case  reserved  by  the  Sonaurabk  Justice  Erie. 


1850. 


SHOOTING  WITH  INTENT.  ^%^ 


"Bjbnt  Summer  Assizes,  1850. — George  Dadson  was  The  prisoner  (a 
indicted  for  shooting  at  William  Waters,  with  intent  to  guarding  a 

C01M6  B&iir  A. 

do  grievous  bodily  harm.    It  appears  that  he,  being  a  stealing  wood 
constable,  was  employed  to  guard  a  copse  from  which  wood  TOuoner"Shot  at* 
had  been  stolen ;  and  for  this  purpose  carried  a  loaded  gun.  mi^  of  pre^ 

"From  this  copse  he  saw  the  prosecutor  come    out  U^f^. 
carrying  wood  which  he  was  stealing,  and  called  to  him  to  beenroMatediy 
stop.    The  prosecutor  ran  away,  and  the  prisoner,  having  JSiSn«w^ 
no  other  means  of  bringing  him  to  justice,  fired,  and  bntthosecon- 

^     ^  •»  '  ^  Tiotionswere 

wounded  him  in  the  leg.  nnknown  to  the 

,  ,  pnaoner.    The 

"  These  were  the  facts  on  which  the  prisoner  acted.    It  prisoner  was 
was  alleged,  in  addition,  that  Waters  was  actually  com-  shooting  with 
mitting  a  felony;  he  having  been  before  convicted  re-  Held,  that  he 
peatedly  for  stealing  wood,  but  these  convictions  were  ^n^id^w, 
unknown  to  the  prisoner ;  nor  was  there  any  reason  for  ^^dnot^ow* 
supposing  that  he  knew  the  difference  between  the  rules  of  SSj^tteS^ 
law  relating  to  felony  and  those  relating  to  less  offences.     /**^y  («)• 

"  I  told  the  jury  that  shooting  with  intent  to  wound 
amounted  to  the  felony  charged,  unless,  from  other  facts, 
there  was  a  justification. 

(a)  By  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  o.  29»  s.  39,  stealing  underwood,  &c.  after  two 
prerious  oonviotions  is  made  feloni/. 


a 
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1850.  ^^  And  that  neither  the  belief  of  the  prisoner  that  it  was 

bboTT!      ^  ^^*y  ^  fi^  ^  ^®  oould  not  otherwise  apprehend  the 
DADflcw.     prosecutor,  nor  the  alleged  felony,  it  being  unknown  to 
him,  constituted  such  justification. 

^'  Upon  this  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  felony,  and  let 
out  on  his  recognizance  to  come  up  for  judgment,  if  re- 
quired. 

^'  I  have  to  request  the  opinion  of  the  judges  whether 
this  conviction  was  right. 

«  W.  Erle." 

This  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel  on  either  side. 

Pollock,  0.  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — 
In  this  case,  we  are  of  opinion  the  conviction  was  right ; 
because  the  man  not  having  committed  a  felony  known  to 
the  prisoner  at  the  time,  the  prisoner  was  not  justified  in 
firing  at  him.  Having  therefore  no  justifiable  cause  for 
firing,  he  was  liable  to  be  convicted  upon  the  charge  (a). 

(a)  For  the  general  law  of  arrest  in  criminal  oaaeB,  vide  1  Bom,  J.,  Azrest, 
267;  5  Bum,  J.,  Police;  6  Bum,  J.,  Thames,  29ih  ed.;  4  Bla.  Com.  292» 
and  notes  18th  ed. 
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OOBAK 

Pollock,  0.  B.,  Cresswell,  J., 

Maulb,  J.y  Williams,  J., 

Talfourd,  J. 


The  Queen  against  Joseph  Barnes. 

1860. 
LAECENT  or  FAI^E  PRETENCES.  ^Jf^^ 

^'Joseph  Barnes  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  October  a  Bervant  had 
Quarter  Sessions,  (in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  hk  e^foyerT 
eight   hundred   and  fifty,)    for  the   city  of  Canterbury  ^^ei^beS^, 
and   county   of   the   same,   upon   an  indictment  which  ^^Ji,^^! 
charged,  that  he,  being  servant   to  Q-eorge  Neame  and  dS.^He 
another,  feloniously  stole  two  shillings  and  threepence,  the  ^nlS toha 
property  of  his  masters.    The  prosecutors  were  grocers  in  1""^  *  ^^f^ 
the  city  of  Canterbury,  and  the  prisoner  at  the  time  of  the  manded  repay- 

nifint  from  tlio 

alleged  offence  had  been  their  servant  about  three  years,  clerk.  The 
They  were  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  large  quantities  of  |^niS^^^ 
what  was  called  '  kitchen  stuff,'  to  melt  down.  pietences,  and 

"  The  course  of  business  was  for  the  sellers  of  the  ^^^  ^"^^y- 
*  kitchen  stuff,'  to  take  it  to  the  prisoner  upon  Messrs. 
Neame's  premises.  It  was  his  duty  to  receive  it  and  weigh 
it,  and  if  the  chief  clerk  was  in  the  counting-house,  to  give 
to  the  seller  a  ticket  containing  the  date  of  the  pur- 
chase, the  weight,  the  price,  the  name  of  the  seller,  and 
the  initials  of  the  prisoner.  The  seller  than  took  the 
ticket  to  the  chief  clerk,  who  paid  him  the  price  out  of 
moneys  furnished  to  him  by  the  prosecutors  for  that  pur- 
pose. In  the  absence  of  the  chief  clerk  from  the  pre- 
mises, when  any  kitchen  stuff  was  brought,  the  prisoner 
had  authority  himself  to  make  the  payment  to  the  seller; 
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1850.  and,  on  afterwards  produomg  to  the  derk  a  ticket  contain- 
itBo.ir.  i^g  ^^  above  particulars,  lie  repaid  the  prisoner  out  of  the 
Babnbb.      moneys  so  furnished  to  him  by  the  prosecutors. 

**  The  clerk  was  instructed  by  Messrs.  Neame  to  pay  all 
demands  made  by  the  prisoner  in  this  way,  upon  the  pro- 
duction by  him  of  the  ticket,  without  any  inquiry  as  to 
whether  any  stuff  had  been  really  bought,  or  as  to  the 
quantity,  or  whether  the  alleged  seller  was  or  not  a 
customer  of  the  firm.  Upon  the  evening  of  the  13th 
September,  the  prisoner  went  to  the  chief  clerk  in  the 
coimting-house  and  demanded  two  shillings  and  threepenoe^ 
which  he  said  he  had  paid  for  eight  pounds  of  kitchen 
stuff.  He  produced  a  ticket  in  the  usual  form,  containing 
the  name  of  Scott  as  the  seller,  and  two  shillings  and 
threepence  as  the  price,  aad  received  that  sum  from  the 
clerk  from  the  moneys  so  furnished  to  him,  which  the  pri- 
soner applied  to  his  own  use. 

^^  There  had  been  no  such  dealing  as  that  alleged  by  the* 
prisoner,  nor  any  such  payment  by  him ;  nor  had  the  pro- 
secutors any  customer  of  the  name  of  Scott.  It  waa 
objected,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  this  was  not  a 
felony ;  because  the  property  in  the  money  and  not  the  pos- 
session only  was  parted  with  by  the  prosecutors,  and  that 
the  indictment  should  have  been  for  obtaining  money  by 
false  pretences,  and  The  King  v.  Mitehellf  2  East,  P.  C. 
830,  was  relied  upon.  I  was  of  opinion,  that  although  the 
facts  might  have  supported  an  indictment  for  false  pre- 
tences, yet  that  the  prisoner,  looking  at  the  situation  he 
filled  as  servant  to  the  prosecutors,  was  guilty  of  felony,  if 
the  jury  believed  that  he  had  obtained  the  money  knowing 
at  the  time  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  receive  it,  and  had 
applied  it  to  his  own  use.  I  left  the  facte  to  the  jury, 
who  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  he  was  sentenced  to  be 
imprisoned  four  calendar  months,  with  bard  labour,  in  the 
city  goal,  where  he  now  remains.    I  have  to  pray  the 
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judgment  of  my  Lords,  the  Justioes  and  Barons  sitting  in  1850. 
a  Court  of  Appeal,  whether  the  facts  stated  supported  the  bsoTvT 
judgment. 

^'JoHN  Deedes, 

"  Eecorder." 

This  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel  on  either  side. 

Pollock,  0.  B. — ^We  are  of  opinion  that,  when  the 
money  was  delivered  to  the  prisoner,  it  was  deUvered  with 
the  intention  of  parting  with  it  altogether;  and,  al- 
though the  prisoner  might  have  been  indicted  for  obtain- 
ing money  under  false  pretences,  he  was  not  liable  to  be 
indicted  for  felony ;  the  conviction  therefore  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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1850.  Tub  Queen  against  Arthur  Ferrall. 

•°''-  ^-       ORDER  OF  JUSTICES. 

A  soldier f  who 

^teS^jSrtioet  "^"^  *^®  Qnarter  Sesmons  for  the  Borough  of  Maid- 
to  pay  8  oertom  atone,  held  before  me,  as  Recorder,  on  the  12th  day  of 

Bum  pep  weeJc  '  '  '  •' 

cS abiSSlrf^  October,  1849,  Arthur  Ferrall,  Sergeant  of  Dragoons,  in 
^d,  of  which  Her  Majesty's  service,  at  Maidstone,  was  tried  for  disobey- 
adjudged  to  be    ine  an  order  of  two  Justices  of  the  Borowrh,  made  in  Petty 

the  putative  -,  _.  ^*  ■  '^ 

father,  ia  liable    Sessions,  on  20th  July,  1849,  whereby  they  adjudged  the 

defendant  to  be  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child,  bom 
on  the  23rd  of  April,  1846,  of  Ann  Kennard,  and  ordered 
him  to  pay  to  her  the  sum  of  Is.  9d.  per  week  from  the 
11th  day  of  July,  1849,  together  with  the  costs  of  the 
order. 

'^  The  order  was  made  under  the  Act  for  the  Amend* 
ment  of  the  Poor  Law,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  3. 

^'  The  order  was  duly  served ;  and,  on  the  23rd  August^ 
1849,  Ann  Kennard  demanded  payment  of  the  amount 
then  due,  and  the  defendant  refused,  and  said  he  did  not 
intend  to  pay,  or  to  obey  the  order. 

^^  Upon  that  refusal  no  further  proceedings  under  the  Act 
or  the  order  were  taken,  but  the  defendant  was  charged 
with,  and  indicted  for,  a  misdemeanor,  in  not  paying  the 
sum  due  as  required  by  the  order. 

<<The  indictment,  in  the  first  count,  after  reciting  the 
order,  charged,  ^  That  the  said  order,  on  the  same  20th  July, 
1849,  was  duly  served  upon  the  said  Arthur  Ferrall,  and 
he  was  required  to  obey  the  said  order;  but  the  said 
Arthur  Ferrall,  soldier,  upon  being  so  served  with  the 
said  order  as  aforesaid,  and  being  so  required  to  obey  the 
same  as  aforesaid,  did  not  pay  unto  the  said  Ann  Kennard, 
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the  mother  of  the  said  bastard  child,  (ahe  being  then  1850. 
liying,  of  sound  mind,  and  not  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  or  bwj.  r. 
nnder  sentence  of  transportation,)  the  sum  of  la,  9d.  per 
week,  from  the  said  11th  day  of  July  then  instant ;  the 
said  child  being  then  and  still  living,  and  under  the  age  of 
three  years,  and  the  said  Ann  Kennard  then  and  still  being 
a  single  woman ;  neither  did  the  said  Arthur  Ferrall  pay 
to  the  said  Ann  Eennard  the  sum  of  da.  6d,y  the  costs  men- 
tioned in  the  said  order,  as  by  the  said  order  he  was  re- 
quired, but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  he,  the  said  Arthur 
Ferrall,  then  and  there,  and  unlawfully  and  contemptuously, 
did  neglect  and  refuse  so  to  do,  and  he  hath  not  since  com- 
plied with  the  said  order  or  any  part  thereof,  although 
often  required  so  to  do,  in  contempt,  &c.,  and  against  the 
peace,'  &o. 

'^  The  second  count  charged,  *  That  the  order  of  the  said 
Justices  hereinbefore  mentioned,  having  been  duly  served, 
to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1849,  aforesaid,  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  23rd  day  of  August,  1849,  and  after 
the  expiration  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  maJking  of 
the  said  order,  the  said  child  being  then  living,  and  the 
said  Ann  Kennard,  the  mother,  being  then  and  still  living, 
&c.,  she,  the  said  Ann  Eennard,  did  personally  demand 
of  the  said  Arthur  Ferrall  payment  of  the  sum  of  10«. 
6(/.,  then  due  and  owing  for  six  weeks'  maintenance 
of  the  said  bastard  child,  being  at  the  rate  of  la.  9d.  per 
week  from  the  said  11th  day  of  July,  1849,  and  also  the 
sum  of  9a,  6d,j  the  amount  of  costs  mentioned  in  the  said 
order,  in  obedience  to  the  said  order ;  but  the  said  Arthur 
Ferrall,  of,  &c.,  soldier,  upon  such  demand,  and  beiug  so 
then  and  there  required  to  make  such  payment  as  aforesaid, 
did  not  pay  the  said  sums,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part 
thereof,  as  by  the  said  order  he  was  required,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  he  unlawfully  and  contemptuously  did  neglect  and 
refuse  so  to  do,  and  he  hath  not  since  complied  with  the 
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1850.       s&id  order  or  any  part  thereof,  although  often  required  go 
^^^["^]       to  do,  in  contempt,  &c.,  and  against  the  peace,'  &o. 
■*'"'**^^^         "At  the  trial,  evidence  was  given  of  the  order,  the 
service  of  it,  and  the  demand  and  refusal  of  payment. 

"  The  prisoner  was  imdefended  by  counsel,  but  referred 
to  the  52nd  section  of  the  Mutiny  Act,  (12  &  13  Yict. 
c.  10,)  whereby  it  is  enacted  that  ^  no  person  enlisted  in 
Her  Majesty's  service  shall  be  liable  to  be  arrested  or  taken 
therefrom  by  reason  of  any  warrant  of  any  justice  or 
other  process  for  not  supporting  or  leaving  chargeable  any 
wife  or  child,  legitimate  or  illegitimate,  or  by  any  pro- 
cess or  execution  whatsoever,  except  upon  affidavit  of  debt 
exceeding  30/.,  &c.,  other  than  for  some  criminal  matter.' 

"  I  directed  the  jury  that,  if  they  were  satisfied  with  the 
evidence,  they  should  find  the  prisoner  G-uilty ;  and  men-* 
tioned  that,  if  it  should  become  necessary,  I  should  take  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges  upon  certain  questions  of  law  in  this 
case. 

"  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  Ghiilty. 

"  I  respited  the  judgment  tUl  the  next  session,  taking 
bail  for  the  prisoner's  appearance  there. 

"  The  questions  in  this  case  which  I  reserved,  and  which 
I  beg  to  submit  to  your  Lordships'  determination,  are— 

'^  1st.  Whether  the  indictment  can  be  sustained. 

"2nd.  Whether,  if  it  can,  a  sentence  of  fine  or  im- 
prisonment, or  both,  can  be  effectually  carried  into  execu- 
tion against  the  defendant,  a  soldier,  having  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  52. 

"  There  was  no  argument  upon  the  above  questions  at 
the  Sessions,  and  as  there  may  be  none  before  your  Lord- 
ships, it  seems  right  respectfully  to  state  some  of  the  con- 
siderations whidi  led  me  to  entertain  doubts  in  this  case. 

"  I  doubted  whether  an  indictment  will  lie  for  disobedi- 

■ 

ence  of  the  order  in  question,  on  three  points. 
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**  let  That  the  Act  under  which  the  order  was  founded,       1850. 
and  under  which  alone  the  Kability  of  the  father  exists,       bm.v. 
gives  a  specific  process  to  enforce  the  order,  which  should     ^^^^'^" 
have  been  specifically  pursued. 

**  2nd.  That  the  maintenance  of  a  bastard  child  is  not  at 
common  law  a  duty  obligatory  upon  the  putative  father, 
and  its  neglect  no  offence  indictable  at  common  law,  or  by 
any  statute. 

"That  by  the  Act  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  4,  the  money 
which  the  justice  may  order  to  be  paid  by  the  father  is  due 
and  payable  to  the  mother,  and  so  recoverable  by  her  in  an 
action  of  debt,  as  well  as  by  distress  under  the  Act.  That 
it  is  purely  a  matter  between  party  and  party,  the  order 
being  in  the  nature  of  dvil  process,  not  concerning  any 
public  duty  or  offence  against  the  Queen  or  public:  and 
that  disobedience  of  such  an  order  is  not  indictable  as  a 
misdemeanor. 

"  3rd.  I  also  doubted  whether  the  form  of  this  indict- 
ment is  right.  The  offence  (if  any)  at  common  law  is  the 
disobedience  of  an  order  of  justices.  The  charge  is  not 
directly  that  he  disobeyed  the  order,  but  that  he  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay  the  sum  due  as  required  by  the  order, 
&c.  The  charge  however  amounts,  inferentially,  to  a 
charge  of  disobedience,  and  the  indictmente  in  the  cases 
mentioned  below  were  of  the  same  form. 

"Upon  the  first  point,  considering  the  resolution  in 
Costless  case^  Cro.  Jac.  643,  that  when  a  statute  appoints 
a  penalty  for  doing  that  which  was  no  offence  before,  and 
appoints  how  it  should  be  recovered,  the  offence  shall  be 
punished  by  that  means  and  not  by  indictment.  I  should 
have  decided  at  the  trial  that  the  indictment  did  not  lie, 
had  it  not  been  for  the  similarity  of  the  droumstances  in 
jB.  v.  Robinson,  2  Burr.  799;  where  Lord  Mansfield,  while 
repeating  that  principle,  decided  that  disobedience  of  an 
order  of  justices,  (under  43  EUz.  c.  2,  s.  7,)  upon  a  grand- 
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1850.  father  to  maintain  his  grandohild  was  indictable,  and  for 
Reg.  r.  the  case  of  Reg,  v.  BidweU^  1  Den.  C.  C.  222,  an  indict* 
ment  for  disobedience  of  an  order  of  jnstioes  for  the  pay- 
ment of  church  rates.  I  have  since  referred  to  the  case  of 
Reg.  y.  Brisby,  1  Den.  G.  C.  416,  an  indictment  similar  to 
the  present,  and  relating  to  a  similar  order. 

^^  In  neither  of  these  cases,  however,  were  any  of  the  points 
in  question  discussed  or  raised. 

^'  The  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  R.  y.  Robinson^ 
the  leading  case.  Lord  Mansfield  must  have  there  consi- 
dered that  the  same  offence,  which  was  subject  to  a  penalty 
to  be  enforced  by  an  order  of  justices  and  distress,  by 
43  EHz.  c.  2,  was  also  indictable;  or  if  otherwise,  and  yet 
disobedience  of  the  order  was  indictable,  the  distinction 
expounded  by  him  with  reference  to  Costless  case  fails  of 
substantial  effect, 

^^  In  this  case  there  is  no  offence  at  all  before  or  except 
the  disobedience  of  the  order.  The  neglect  to  maintain  a 
bastard  child  is  not  now  an  offence  punishable.  The 
putative  father  is  not  at  common  law  liable  for  its  main- 
tenance, and  no  order  can  be  made  upon  him  except  under 

7  &  8  Vict.  0.  101. 
"  The  Act  4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  69,  repealed  so  much 

of  any  Act  as  rendered  any  putative  father  of  a  bastard 
child  liable  to  punishment,  or  to  contribution  as  such,  and 
provided  that  he  might  be  ordered  by  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  to  pay  a  weekly  sum  for  the  maintenance  of  his 
child,  if  chargeable  to  the  parish.  That  provision  and  all 
powers  of  charging  such  father  were  repealed  by  the  7  & 

8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  1. 
*^  By  that  Act,  the  justices  in  petty  sessions  may  order 

(as  in  this  case)  a  weekly  payment  by  the  putative  fether  to 
the  mother,  for  the  maintenance  of  the  child;  and  (sect.  3) 
if  at  any  time  after  one  month  from  the  making  of  such 
order  any  sum  ordered  shall  not  be  paid,  a  warrant  may 
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issue  to  bring  up  the  putative  father,  and  in  case  he  neglect       1850. 
or  refuse  to  pay  the  sum  due  from  him  imder  such  order,       -rtso.v. 
it  may  be  recovered  by  distress  and  sale  of  his  goods ;  and     ^"s"*^^- 
such  putative  father  may  be  kept  in  custody  until  the  return 
of  such  warrant,  unless  he  give  security  for  his  appearance ; 
and  if  upon  the  return,  or  by  admission,  it  shall  appear  that 
no  sufficient  distress  can  be  had,  two  justices  may  commit 
such  putative  father  to  gaol  for  not  more  than  three 
months,  imless  such  sum,  and  all  costs,  &c.,  be  sooner  paid. 
And  it  is  further  enacted  (sect.  4),  that  all  money  payable 
imder  any  order  aforesaid  shall  be  due  and  payable  to  the 
mother  of  the  child.    Sy  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  10,  in  the  schedule, 
forms  are  given  (No.  10)  for  the  information  of  the  mother 
on  disobedience  of  such  an  order ;  and  (No.  11)  warrant  of 
apprehension  for  disobedience  of  the  order. 

"As  to  the  second  point : — The  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  gives 
the  mother  a  new  demand  against  the  father  for  such  a 
sum  as  the  justices  shall  order,  which  she  may  recover  by 
summary  process  according  to  that  Act,  or  by  action  in  the 
Ooimty  Court;  in  either  case  it  seems  a  matter  of  civil 
right,  with  a  civil  remedy  between  party  and  party,  not 
affecting  the  Queen  or  public,  unlike  an  assault,  nuisance, 
&C.,  which  may  concern  as  well  the  public  peace  as  any 
individual  sufferer,  and  so  admit  both  of  criminal  and  civil 
proceedings. 

"If  an  indictment  for  disobedience  of  such  order  of  justices, 
made  in  a  matter  not  concerning  the  Queen  or  the  public, 
can  be  sustained,  because  it  is  the  command  of  the  law,  the 
principle  will  extend  not  only  to  every  such  order  of  justices 
in  their  sunmiary  jurisdiction,  (as  for  the  payment  of  wages 
4  Gteo.  IV.  c.  34,  and  the  like ;)  but  d  fortiori  to  dis- 
obedience to  any  judicial  order  of  a  supreme  Court,  as 
Chancery  {e.  g.ioi  payment  of  money),  the  Queen's  Bench, 
&c.,  in  matters  between  party  and  party,  thus  tending  to 
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1850.       the  confusion  of  ciyil  and  criminal  procedure,  and  to  fadli- 
ee<j!^!      tate  extortion  and  oppression. 

"  A  conyiction  upon  this  indictment  would  be  no  bar  to 
proceedings  by  distress  or  action  to  recover  the  same  sum 
now  charged  to  be  due,  nor  to  any  indictment  for  any 
future  like  offence,  under  the  same  order  upon  any  new  de- 
fault in  the  weekly  payments  ordered.  The  same  law 
must  apply  to  the  civilian  as  the  soldier;  it  cannot  be 
presimied  that  a  soldier  will  disobey  a  warrant  to  appear 
before  justices,  or  not  have  goods  to  answer  a  distress. 

'^  I  entertained  doubts  as  to  the  effect  of  the  52nd  sec- 
tion of  the  Mutiny  Act  (a),  with  regard  to  a  sentence  of 
imprisonment  to  enforce  a  fine ;  but,  as  none  but  criminal 
acts  are  indictable,  if  this  indictment  be  sustained  pro- 
bably such  imprisonment  would  be  legal  '  as  process  for  a 
criminal  matter,'  although  it  would  not  be  as  process  *  for 
not  supporting  the  illegitimate  child.' 

^*  Walter  B.  Biddell, 

"  Eecorder  of  Maidstone. 
"  Lincoln's  Inn, 
"24th  November,  1849." 

Wekby,  (instructed  by  the  Treasury,)  appeared  for  the 
defendant. — The  first  question  was,  whether  the  indictment 
could  be  sustained.  The  ground  upon  which  it  was  suggested 
that  it  could  not,  was,  that  it  stated  no  offence  at  common 
law  for  which  the  party  could  be  indicted ;  neither  was  it, 
since  the  passing  of  4  &  5  "Will.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  69  (6),  any 
statutable  offence  to  neglect  to  maintain  a  bastard  child. 
The  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  ss.  2  &  3,  gives  a  remedy 
against  the  putative  father,  by  proceeding  before  a  ma- 

(a)  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  10. 

(b)  Bepealing  Acts  relaihig  to  liability  and  punishment  of  putatiTe  father, 
and  punishment  of  mother,  of  illegitimate  children. 
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gisirate,  who  thereby  may  make  an  order  on  the  putative  1850. 
father  for  maintenanoe  and  costs,  and  enforce  the  same  by  BiaaTv. 
distress  and  commitment  (a).  It  ooourped  to  him,  the  an-  ^^'^^^i*- 
swer  to  that  argument  was,  that  this  was  not  an  indictment 
upon  the  statute,  but  at  common  law,  for  disobedience  of 
an  order  of  justices :  precedents  of  an  indictment  for  dis- 
obedience to  an  order  of  the  justices  are  to  be  found  in 
the  books  (6).  The  material  question,  however,  is,  whe- 
ther this  defendant  is  exempted  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Mutiny  Act.  [Pollock^  C.  B.— There  is  a  difference  be- 
tween the  payment  of  money,  and  doing  any  other  act,  as 
for  instance,  being  sworn  in  as  a  constable,  &c.  Suppose 
the  man  has  no  money,  how  can  it  be  said  to  be  a  crime 
not  to  pay  the  money  which  he  has  not  P]  The  Mutiny 
Act  in  force  at  the  time,  was  the  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  10.  By 
s.  62,  it  is  enacted,  that  no  person  enlisted  into  her 
Majesty's  service  as  a  soldier,  shall  be  liable  to  be  arrested 
or  taken  therefrom,  by  reason  of  the  warrant  6f  any  jus- 
tice or  other  process  for  not  supporting,  or  for  leaving 
chargeable  to  any  parish  any  child,  legitimate  or  illegitimate, 
or  by  reason  of  any  process  or  execution  whatsoever,  other 
than  for  some  criminal  matter,  except  upon  an  affidavit 
that  the  original  debt  amounted  to  30/.  at  least,  over  and 
above  all  costs  of  suit.  This  provision  was,  by  11  &  12 
Yict.  c.  11,  s.  52,  introduced  for  the  first  time.  It  is  again 
in  the  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  10,  s.  52,  with  the  addition  of  the 
words  ^^  or  by  any  process,  order  or  execution  issued  out 
of,  or  from,  any  Coimty  or  inferior  Court,  or  by  any  Judge 
or  officer  thereof,  either  for  contempt  of  Court,  or  other- 
wise," excepting  any  criminal  matter,  &c.,  as    before. 

(a)  See  J2^.  ▼.  Evans,  19  L.  J.,  M.  G.  160;  JEUf.  ▼.  Bruhy,  ante,  p. 
109. 

{b)  See  Rex  ▼.  Bobimon,  2  Bur.  799,  and  other  caaes  referred  to  in  Har- 
liflon'a  Dig.  Criminal  Law,  2130 ;  lUff.  ▼.  Mortloek,  7  Q.  B.  469 ;  Iteff. 
▼.  BidweU,  17  L.  J.,  M.  0.  99;  Diok.  Q.  S.,  464  and  467,  6th  ed. ;  Buas. 
on  Grim.  44,  412. 
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1850.  Now  this  was  an  indictment  to  be  followed  up  by  judgment 
;beo.  V,  ^"^d  ^  sentence  of  imprisonment ;  that  imprisonment  being* 
a  ^^ process  and  execution"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Mutiny  Act.  The  intention  was,  that  the  Crown  should 
not  be  deprived  of  the  services  of  the  soldier,  except  in  the 
case  of  a  debt  of  30/.  The  words  "  any  process,"  must 
refer  to  an  order  of  a  justice.  The  award  of  execution 
is  ^'process"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act;  and  in  no 
sense  can  this  be  called  a  criminal  matter.  [^Pollockj  C. 
S. — ^It  is,  inasmuch  as  an  indictment  will  lie.]  The  case 
might  be  visited  by  either  a  fine  or  by  imprisonment. 
[^Pollocky  0.  B. — Is  a  party  liable  to  imprisonment  for  non- 
payment of  a  fine  when  the  judgment  is  simply  that  he  pay 
a  fine  P]  He  apprehended  he  was.  It  might  be  assumed 
that  he  would  pay  the  fine.  This  is  a  proceeding  which 
may  result  in  depriving  the  Crown  of  the  services  of  the 
soldier,  and  therefore  this  Court  would  stop  such  a  proceed- 
ing in  limine.  By  virtue  of  this  indictment,  the  party  is 
liable  to  be  taken  in  execution,  and  the  statute  says  that 
he  shall  not  be  so  taken.  \_Tal/ourdy  J. — Suppose  the 
party  should  cease  to  be  a  soldier.]  The  Court  will  pre- 
sume a  continuance  of  the  present  state  of  things;  or 
otherwise  the  statute  would  be  inoperative  altogether. 
The  statute  in  using  the  words  ^^  criminal  matter,"  refers 
to  some  crime  committed  against  the  realm.  Is  non-pay- 
ment of  money  a  ^^  criniinal  matter  "  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  P  The  power  of  dismissal  in  that  section  of  the 
statute,  applies  to  all  the  previous  matters.  When  a 
soldier  is  arrested  for  not  maintaining  a  bastard  child,  he  is 
arrested  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  Act.  Section 
81  (a),  shows  what  is  meant  by  a  "criminal  matter;"  "any 
crime  or  offence  against  the  person,  estate,  or  properiy  of 
any  of  her  Majesty's  subjects,  which  is  punishable  by  the 

(a)  Stat.  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  12. 
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well  known  laws  of  the  land."  An  attaohment  out  of  the  1850. 
Oonrt  of  Chancery  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  "oriminal  -rbo.v. 
matter/'  although  it  is  of  a  quasi  Gdminal  nature.  The  ^'^bbsall. 
section  then  goes  on  to  say,  that  if  any  commanding  offi* 
oer  shall  obstnioty  neglect,  or  refuse  to  assist  the  officers 
of  justice  in  apprehending  any  officer  or  soldier  under  his 
command,  so  accused  as  aforesaid,  such  officer  shall,  upon 
conviction,  be  cashiered,  and  thenceforth  disabled  to  hold 
any  civil  or  military  office.  Now  when  you  have  one  sec- 
tion in  a  statute,  saying  that  a  soldier  shall  not  be  liable  to 
be  arrested,  except  upon  some  criminal  matter,  or  upon  a 
debt  of  30/.  at  the  least ;  and  another  section  in  the  same 
statute,  making  it  an  offence  in  a  superior  officer  not  to  de- 
liver over  to  the  civil  magistrate  a  soldier  accused  of  any 
crime  or  offence  against  the  person,  estate,  or  property  of 
any  of  her  Majesty's  subjects ;  and  making  it  an  offence 
not  to  deliver  over  in  such  case  only,  it  shows  that  the 
party  shall  not  be  liable  to  be  arrested,  except  for  such 
criminal  matter  as  is  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute. 
This  is  a  proceeding  for  punishing  a  man  for  not  paying  a 
sum  of  money.  If  this  conviction  is  good,  a  judgment 
must  follow  upon  it ;  the  party  must  be  arrested  in  order 
to  submit  to  that  judgment ;  and  in  such  process  he  must 
be  taken  from  the  service  of  the  Crown.  {^Talfourd,  J. — 
Upon  the  same  principle  he  would  not  be  liable  to  an  action 
in  the  County  Court.]  That  is  a  mere  civil  statute.  Im- 
prisonment is  not,  at  all,  the  legal  consequence  of  a  pro- 
ceeding in  that  Court,  but  this  is  a  proceeding  whereby  the 
liberty  of  the  soldier  will  be  restrained;  that  will  be  the 
necessary  result  of  the  judgment.  Sy  such  restraint,  the 
soldier  is  deprived  of  the  power  of  serving  the  Crown.  He 
therefore  submitted,  that  the  Court  would  give  judgment  in 
favour  of  the  defendant. 
Pollock,  C.  B.  (a). — ^In  this  case,  the  Court  arQ  of 

(a)  Friday,  20th  December,  1860. 
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1850.  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right.  The  cases  have  for 
RBo.f^.  so  long  a  series  of  years  decided,  that  an  indictment  will  lie 
'^^^^^  for  disobeying  an  order  of  Sessions  for  the  payment  of 
money,  that  we  cannot  disturb  this  conyiction.  I  cannot, 
however,  help  saying  for  myself,  speaking  my  own  in- 
dividual opinion,  that  it  appears  to  me,  that  this  is  not 
the  subject  of  an  indictment.  An  order  of  any  other 
court  cannot  be  so  enforced.  But  the  point  has  been 
decided  so  long,  that  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  pro- 
spect of  an  alteration  in  our  decision  by  an  adjounmient 
of  the  case,  and  I  feel  bound  by  the  authorities  to  concur ; 
but  I  cannot  help  expressing  my  own  dissent  from  the 
doctrine, — that  where  an  Act  of  Parliament  (a)  has  pro- 
vided a  substantive  remedy  by  giving  the  justices  the 
power  to  conmiit,  for  not  exceeding  three  months,  for  dis- 
obedience of  this  order,  the  party  may  still  be  indicted 
before  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  same  offence,  where 
upon  his  being  tried  and  convicted,  there  is  nothing  to  pre- 
vent that  Court  from  passing  on  him  a  sentence  of  four  or 
six  months,  or  even  a  longer  imprisonment  {b).     With 

(a)  See  Stat.  7  &  8  Yict.  o.  101,  s.  43. 

(b)  In  many  instancee  there  is  no  other  mode  of  enforcing  such  payments^ 
and  this  may  be  the  reason  why  the  legal  order  of  a  justice  for  the  payment 
of  money  can  be  enforced  by  indictment,  see  Sex  v.  JSoyt,  Trin.  27  &  28  Geo. 
n.  B^  B.,  cited  in  Bex  v.  Bobimony  2  Burr.  805,  see  lb.  804 ;  see  also  per 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  Itex  ▼.  Jackson,  1  Cowp.  297,  and  other  cases  cited 
below. 

An  indictment  is  the  means  of  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  Crown,  (aa 
supreme  magistrate,)  against  some  pezson  or  persons,  for  an  act  done  or 
omitted,  the  doing  or  omitting  of  which,  with  impunity,  is  calculated  to  wozk 
an  injury  to  the  public,  or  which  act  or  omission  is  made  illegal  by  a  public 
statute  or  by  a  private  statute  affecting  public  rights ;  therefore  {gener€Uly 
tpeaking)  a  misdemeanour  at  Common  Law,  being  an  act  or  omission  preju- 
dicial to  the  well-being  of  society,  is  indictable ;  Reg.  t.  Dixon  and  Wife,  10 
Hod.  336;  and  see  Reg.  ▼.  Webb,  ante,  p.  23;  Reg.  t.  Crisp,  6  Hod.  176; 
Reg.  Y.  Higgins,  2  East,  6,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Rexy.  Edwards,  1  Sess.  Ca. 
336,  c.  265 ;  lb.  ca.  267 ;  Reg.  y.  Great  North  of  England  Railway  Company^ 
16  L.  J.,  H.  C,  16 ;  Yin.  Abr.  Indictment,  F.  G.  H. ;  Bac.  Abr.  Indictment, 
E. ;  Com.  Dig.  Indictment,  D. ;  Bol.  Abr.  Indictment.    Neglect  of  a  legal 
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respect  to  his  being  a  soldier,  he  is  not  on  that  ground  1850. 

entitled  to  his  discharge;  a  criminal  case  being  expressly  Bsa.v. 

excepted  by  the  statute.  Fbbbali,. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

and  moral  duty  towards  one  of  tender  years,  Rex  ▼.  Friend^  Bus.  ft  By.  20; 
JSsff.  ▼.  Watersj  ante,  p.  67  ;  Rex  ▼.  Smith,  2  Car.  &  F.  466.  An  act  done  with 
intent  to  commit  a  misdemeanour ;  Sex  y.  Seofield,  Cald.  397;  Hex  ▼.  FhUlipe^ 
6  East,  464 ;  Beg.  ▼.  Chapman,  ante,  90.  Private  trespass,  Rex  v.  Edmonde,  1 
Sess.  Ga.  369,  ca.  288 ;  eontra,  Reg,  y.  Tomlineon,  2  Sess.  Ca.  18,  ca.  22. 

If  a  statute  creates  an  offence,  against  the  public,  without  a  remedy,  it  is 
indictable,  SoUingioorth*e  eaee,  Cro.  Jac.  677 ;  Rex  ▼.  Burgame,  Sid.  409 ; 
2  Hawk,  P.  C.  c.  26,  s.  4 ;  Rex  v.  Robineon,  2  Burr.  799 ;  Rex  y.  Balme^ 
2  Ck>wp.  660 ;  Bex  ▼.  Sarrie,  4  T.  B.  202.  But  it  must  be  a  public  statute, 
and  the  act  must  be  one  affecting  the  public,  and  not  an  indiyidTuiI  only,  as  in 
the  case  of  an  ezcessiye  distress ;  see  B,  v.  Legingham,  1  Hod.  71.  In 
^awlyiCe  eaee,  1  Sid.  209,  Twisden,  J.,  said,  "  If  a  private  act,  provides  for  a 
thing  the  nonfeazanoe  of  which  may  be  prejudicial  to  several  persons,  as  for 
paving  the  streets,  &c.,  an  indictment  will  lie.  But  if  the  nonfeazanoe  is  an 
injuiy  to  one  or  two  only,  then  no  indictment  shall  lie."  Bac.  Abr.  Indict- 
ment, £ ;  see  2  Hawk.  P.  G.  c.  26,  s.  4. 

So  the  nonpeif  ormanoe  of  any  act  commanded  by  statute  is  an  indictable 
misdemeanour ;  Bex  v.  Jonee,  2  Str.  1146 ;  S.  C,  2  Sess.  Ga.  326,  ca.  187 ; 
Beg.  V.  JPHee,  11  Ad.  &  £.  727 ;  Sir  John  BeaeTe  eaee,  2  Mod.  301. 

So  the  nonperformance  of  an  act  ordered  to  be  done  by  one  justice  or  more 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  supreme  magistrate,  and  having  authority  at  common 
law  so  to  order  is  indictable :  Bex  v.  Bobine&n,  2  Burr.  804 ;  Bex  v.  Boyall, 
2  Burr.  832 ;  B,  v.  Bahne,  2  Gowp.  660 ;  J2.  v.  Sarrie,  4  T.  B.  206. 

So  the  nonperformance  of  an  act  ordered  to  be  done  by  one  justice  or 
more  having  an  authority  by  statute  so  to  order  is  indictable :  BexY.  Davie^ 
dted  in  Bex  v.  Bobineon,  2  Burr.  804 ;  see  Bex  y.  Fine,  3  Keb.  628,  686, 
864 ;  Beg.  v.  Mortloek,  9  Jur.  621 ;  Beg.  v.  Brieby,  ante,  p.  109.* 

Where  a  statute  makes  that  illegal  which  was  legal  before,  and  in  the  same 
grammatical  sentence  subjects  the  party  doing  such  act  to  certain  pains  and 
penalties  upon  certain  proceedings  being  taken,  (other  than  indictment,)  as  in 
the  same  sentence  enacted,  such  offence  is  not  indictable :  Caetle^e  eaee, 
Gro.  Jac.  644 ;  Bex  v.  Feneax,  2  Sess.  Ga.,  ca.  168 ;  S.  C.  1  Bam.  127 ; 
jR.  V.  Smith,  1  Sess.  Ga.  42;  S.  C.  Salk.  680;  i^.  v.  Buck,  2  Str.  679; 
B,  V.  Bobineon,  2  Burr.  803 ;  Bex  v.  Davyee,  3  Eeb.  34 ;  Bex  v.  Wright, 
1  Burr.  643 ;  see  Bex  y.  Dixon  and  wife,  10  Mod.  336 ;  B.  v.  Norwieh, 
1  Str.  180 ;  Sartley  v.  Mocker,  Gowp.  624 ;  Beg.  v.  Buchanan,  8  Q.  B. 
883;  S.C.  10  Jur.  736;  16  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  227;  Bac.  Abr.  Indictment,  E. 
It  was,  however,  held  otherwise  in  B,  v.  Crofton,  1  Mod.  34 ;  iS.  (7.  1  Yent. 

*  Where  justices  license  informally,  or  Without  jurisdiction,  the  party  adang^ 
under  such  license,  in  ignorance  of  its  illegality,  is  {semble)  not  liable  to  be  in- 
dicted, B.  V.  Bryan,  Andrews,  82. 
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1850.         ^*  ^  ^®^'  ^^)  ^l^>  ^^  3^^-  2^^f  ^^^  Siderfin  doubted  the  law  infliat 
— — ^— —  case,  as  appears  hj  lus  report,  and  Lord  Mansfield  in  £.  v.  Wright  said  that 
g^^'^^*        case  had  been  denied  many  times ;  see  also  £.  y.  Manning,  Fitzg.  47. 

So  where  the  statute,  without  prohibiting  an  act  imposes  a  penalty  upon  the 
doing  it,  the  object  being  to  increase  the  revenue,  it  is  not  indictable ;  see  2 
Hale's  P.  0. 171 ;  i?.  v.  Wright,  1  Burr.  643 ;  R,  ▼.  Savage,  1  Ld.  Baynu 
347 ;  and  see  Smith  y.  Matohoody  14  M.  &  W.  452 ;  CroftonU  ease,  Yenfc. 
63 ;  Bex  y.  Manning,  Fitzg.  47. 

It  is  said  that  where  a  statute,  by  a  substantive  clause,  makes  that  illegal 
which  was  legal  before,  imposing  certain  pains  and  penalties,  and  by  a  sub- 
sequent section  of  the  same  statute  or  a  subsequent  statute  ordains  a  mode  of 
proceeding  different  from  that  by  indictment,  the  prosecutor  may  proceed  by 
indictment  upon  the  substantive  clause  as  for  a  misdemeanour  at  oommon 
law,  or  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  statute :  H,  y.  Geld,  6  Hod.  164 ; 

1  Salk.  380,  S,  C. ;  It.  v.  JTarrw,  4  T.  E.  205;  Rex  v.  Bavyet,  3  Keb.  34; 

2  Hale's  P.  C.  171 ;  It.  y.  £oyall,  2  Burr.  832  (in  this  case  Lord  Mansfield, 
G.  J.,  said,  "  I  do  not  approve  of  indicting  where  there  is  another  remedy ;  it 
carries  the  appearance  of  oppression : "  see  also  by  the  same  Judge  in  Bex  y. 
Robinson,  2  Burr.  804) ;  Rex  v.  Balme,  Ck)wp.  648 ;  Rex  v.  Sube,  6  T.  B. 
diZ;  Read't  ease,  2  Mod.  301  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Indictment,  A.  ;  Rex  y. 
Wright,  6  B.  &  Ad.  655 ;  R.  v.  Gregory,  2  Nev.  &  M.  478 ;  Reg.  y. 
JBuchanan,  8  Q.  B.  883;  iS^.  C.  10  Jur.  736;  15  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  227.  But  in 
R.  y.  Marriott,  Show.  398,  4  Mod.  144,  which  was  an  indictment 
for  keeping  an  alehouse  contrary  to  the  stat.  5  &  6  £dw.  YI.  o.  25,  and 
the  mode  of  punishment  was  directed  by  a  subsequent  section,  the  Ck>urt 
after  taking  time  to  consider  held  that  the  indictment  oould  not  be  main- 
tained ;  that  where  a  statute  creates  a  new  offence  and  prescribes  a  particular 
method  of  punishment,  that  method  alone  must  be  pursued,  and  not  the 
oommon-law  method  by  indictment,  and  see  stat.  3  Car.  I.  c.  3  (4),  s.  5 ; 
Stephens  y.  Watson,  1  Salk.  45;  affirmed,  6  Mod.  86;  see  also  Haw.  P.  G. 
c.  25,  8.  4 ;  Shwman  v.  West,  Palm.  388 ;  Rex  v.  Goodwin,  1  Sess.  Ga.  7 ; 
Rex  v.  ^091^,  1  Sess.  Ga.  108;  Sir  John  KnighVs  ease,  3  Mod.  117;  R.  y. 
Sparks,  3  Mod.  78 ;  7  Bep.  36.  **  Where  a  statute  prescribes  that  a  thing 
shall  be  by  bill,  plaint,  or  information,  it  cannot  be  by  indictment,"  Rex  v. 
Gluff,  12  Mod.  104. 

Where  the  offence  is  antecedently  punishable  at  common  )aw,  and  a  statute 
prescribes  a  particular  remedy  by  a  summary  proceeding,  the  party  may  be 
indicted  or  proceeded  against  according  to  the  statute :  Rex  y.  Robinson,  2 
Burr.  803;  Rex  v.  Dixon  and  Wife,  10  Mod.  336;  Rex  y.  Norwich,  1  Str. 
180 ;  Bac.  Abr.  Indictment,  £. 

As  to  the  removal  of  the  indictment  in  such  case,  see  Hartley  y.  Eooker^ 
Gowp.  524. 

If  the  party  have,  upon  action  brought  against  him,  paid  a  fine  to  the  king 
it  seems  questionable  whether  he  may  afterwards  be  indicted,  because  that 
would  make  him  liable  to  a  second  fine  for  the  same  offence ;  2  Haw.  P.  G. 
c  25,  s.  4 ;  Bac  Abr.  Indictment,  £.  In  this  case  it  would  be  a  second 
remedy  for  the  Grown. 
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But  it  is  said  that  when  a  person  is  aggrieyed  by  the  breach  of  any  statate        1850. 
by  another,  he  who  commits  the  breach  is  punishable  at  the  suit  of  the  party  ..__ 
aggrieved,  and  may  also  be  indicted  for  his  contempt  of  the  statute  unless        Bbg.  v. 
such  method  appears  manifestly  to  be  excluded ;  2  Haw.  P.  0.  o.  26,  s.  4 ;       Fbbeill. 
'Vin.  Abr.  Indictment,  (H.  3,)  but  see  12  Mod.  446 ;  and  see  also  6Uven» 
Y.  Jeaeocke,  11  Q.  B.  731. 

If  a  misdemeanour  at  common  law  be  made  felony  by  statute,  the  party 
must  be  indicted  for  the  felony  under  the  statute;  £.  v.  Crosse^  12  Mod.  634; 
1  Ld.  Baym.  711 ;  3  Salk.  193 ;  see  Reg.  v.  Button,  11  Q.  B.  929. 

But  where  a  statute  makes  that  punishable  as  a  misdemeanour  which  was 
felony  before,  it  may  be  prosecuted  either  way :  R,  v.  JPoUard,  2  Sess.  CSa.  17. 

Where  a  statute  enacts  that  a  forfeiture  may  be  sued  for  by  action,  informa- 
tion, bill,  or  otkenciu,  the  party  may  be  indicted ;  Eez  v.  Dixon  and  Wife. 
10  Mod.  336. 

Where  a  certain  amount  of  fine  is  imposed  by  statute,  and  the  party  is 
indicted,  that  amount  should  regulate  the  judgment.  Bao.  Abr.  Indictment,  A. 

Where  there  is  no  appropriation  of  a  statute  penalty  it  is  a  debt  due  to  the 
Crown,  and  suable  for  in  a  Court  of  Bevenue  and  not  by  indictment :  Rex  v. 
Malland,  2  Str.  827. 

If  a  statute  appoint  an  indictment  at  a  general  quarter  aeaeiona,  an  indict- 
ment at  a  general  teuions  is  ill :  Rex  v.  Tumoek,  12  Mod.  117. 
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HTLAET  TEEM. 

IN 

THP  FOURTEENTH  YEAB  OF  TECB  BEIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 

OOBAK 

Jervis,  C.  J.y  Cresswell,  J., 

Patteson,  J.,  Erle,  J., 

Martin,  B. 


Saturday, 
Jantuiry  18, 

1861. 

An  indictment 
charging  an  at- 
tempt to  obtain 
goods  from  A., 
and  othersj 
(partners  in 
trade,)  by  false 
pretences  made 
to  A.  and 
othersy  is  sup- 
ported by  proof 
of  false  pre- 
tences to  A. 
alone. 


The  Queen  t?.  Mortimer  Eealey. 

FALSE  PRETENCES. 

"  At  a  Greneral  Sesaion  of  Graol  Delivery  holden  for  the 
juriBdiction  of  the  Central  Criininal  Court  on  Monday  the 
10th  day  of  June  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1850,  Mortiiner 
Eealey  was  tried  before  me  upon  an  indictment  charging 
him  with  the  common-law  misdemeanour  of  attempting  to 
obtain  goods  by  false  pretences,  and  to  defraud  the  owners 
thereof  contrary  to  the  statute. 

^'  The  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant  made  the 
pretences  set  forth  in  the  indictment  to  John  Baggallay 
and  others  with  intent  to  obtain  and  defraud  them  of  the 
goods  in  question,  their  property. 

^^  John  Baggallay  and  others  were  partners  in  trade,  and 
it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  defendant  in  fact  made 
those  pretences  to  John  Baggallay,  one  of  that  firm,  but 
that  Mr.  Baggallay  refused  to  part  with  the  goods  sought 
to  be  obtained,  in  consequence  of  information  regarding  the 
defendant  received  from  another  person.    It  also  appeared 
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that  none  of  Mr.  Baggallay's  partners  were  present  when  1851« 
the  pretences  were  made,  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  jisa.v. 
false  pretences  having  ever  reached  the  ears  of  any  one  of 
them.  It  was  objected,  on  the  trial,  that  the  proof  did  not 
support  the  averment  in  the  indictment  of  the  pretences 
having  been  made  to  John  Baggallay  and  others  ;  that  the 
variance  was  fatal,  and  the  prisoner  entitled  to  his  acquittal. 
But  I  decided  that  the  objection  ought  not  to  prevail  and 
the  defendant  was  convicted.  It  appearing  however  to  me 
that  the  point  ndsed  on  the  trial  was  one  of  doubt,  and 
entitled  to  the  consideration  of  the  Justices  of  either  bench 
and  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  upon  a  case  reserved,  I 
postponed  judgment  in  order  that  the  opinion  of  the  said 
Justices  and  Barons  might  be  taken  upon  such  case,  and 
committed  the  defendant  to  the  custody  of  the  keeper  of 
the  gaol  of  Newgate  until  the  next  session,  unless  he  pre* 
viously  entered  in  recognizances,  himself  in  200^.  and  one 
surety  in  200/.,  or  two  sureties  in  100/.  for  his  appearance 
at  the  said  next  session  to  receive  judgment. 

^*  The  foregoing  is  the  case  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the 
said  Justices  is  required  accordingly. 

(Signed)  ^^Bussbll  GHjenbt." 

Parry  J  ior  the  defendant,  after  stating  the  case,  said 
there  was  a  fatal  variance  between  the  pretence  laid  in  the 
indictment  and  the  pretence  proved.  The  allegation  of  the 
false  pretence,  in  an  indictment  for  false  pretences,  was 
a  material  allegation,  and  should  be  correctly  laid — and 
strictly  proved  as  laid  {a).  The  object  of  this  particularity 
was,  to  give  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  false  pretence 
which  he  was  brought  there  to  meet.  The  false  pretence 
alleged,  was,  ^*  That  he  did,  &c.  falsely  pretend  to  John 
Baggallay  and  others ;  "  and  in  support  of  that  aUegatioUi 

.  (a)  Axoh.  C.  PL  Cheatmg,  p.  312,  last  ed. 
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1851.  it  was  picved  that  the  false  pretence  was  made  to  Jolm 
iiB<j,  ^^  Baggallaj  alone,  and  to  no  other  person.  It  is  an  inf erenoe 
of  law  that  if  property  is  stolen  it  belongs  to  all  the 
partners,  but  there  is  no  inference  in  law  that  a  false  pre- 
tence made  to  one  partner  of  a  firm  is  made  to  all  the 
partners.  The  indictment  does  not  charge  that  the 
false  pretence  was  made  to  John  BaggaUay  and  others 
his  partners,  but  simply  to  John  Baggallay  and  others, 
A  party  cannot  be  indicted  for  stealing  the  property  of  a 
person  named  "  and  othersj*^  at  common  law :  it  is  only  by 
virtue  of  the  stat.  7  Geo.  lY.  c.  64,  s.  14,  (a)  that  he  can 
be  so  indicted,  and  that  statute  does  not  enable  a  prosecutor 
to  lay  a  false  pretence,  ajs  having  been  made  to  the  person 
named  and  otherSj  for  it  only  applies  to  property  being  so 
laid.  If  a  person  makes  a  false  pretence  to  the  derk  of  A., 
by  means  of  which  he  obtains  the  property  of  A.,  the  false 
pretence  must  be  laid  as  made  to  the  derk,  and  not  to  A. 
So  an  allegation  that  a  false  pretence  was  made  to  A.  and 
others  cannot  be  supported  by  evidence  that  it  was  made 
to  A.  alone.  In  Hex  v.  Plaktow  (6),  Lord  Ellenborough 
said,  ^^  In  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pre- 
tences the  pretences  must  be  distinctly  set  out,  and  at  the 
trial  they  must  be  proved  as  laid."    He  also  cited  Bex  v. 


{a)  7  G^.  IV.  c.  64,  8. 14.  "  And  in  order  to  remove  the  difficulty  of 
stating  the  names  of  all  the  owners  of  property,  in  the  case  of  partners  and 
other  joint  owners,  be  it  enacted,  that  in  any  indictment  or  information  for 
any  felony  or  misdemeanour,  wherein  it  shall  be  requisite  to  state  the  owner- 
ship of  any  property  whatsoever,  whether  real  or  personal,  which  shall  belong 
to  or  be  in  the  possession  of  more  than  one  person,  whether  such  persons  be 
partners  in  trade,  joint-tenants,  parceners,  or  tenants-in-common,  itshall  be 
sufficient  to  name  one  of  such  persons,  and  to  state  such  property  to  belong 
to  the  person  so  named,  and  auother  or  others  as  the  case  may  be.  And 
whenever,  in  any  indictment  or  information  for  any  felony  or  misdemeanour, 
it  shall  1>e  necessary  to  mention,  for  any  purpose  whatsoever,  any  partners, 
joint-tenants,  parceners,  or  tenants-in-common,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  de- 
scribe them  in  the  manner  aforesaid.  And  this  provision  shall  be  construed 
to  extend  to  all  joint-stock  companies  and  trustees." 

ip)  1  Camp.  494. 
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Douglass  (a).  In  The  King  y.  Mason  {b)  it  was  held^  that  1851. 
an  indictment  charging  the  defendant witii  obtaining  money  eeo.  v. 
by  false  pretences  is  insufficient  if  it  does  not  show  what 
the  false  pretences  were ;  and,  if  the  defendant  be  con- 
victed on  it,  the  Court  will  reverse  the  jttdgment  upon  a 
writ  of  error.  Therefore  a  general  statement  of  the  case 
is  not  sufficient.  In  JR.  y.  PerroU  (c)y  Lord  Ellenborough 
said,  *^  Every  indictment  should  be  so  framed  as  to  convey 
to  the  party  ohaiged  a  oertak  knowledge  of  the  crime  im- 
puted  to  him."  This  indictment  does  not  do  so,  for  it  says 
that  he  made  a  f  abe  pretence  to  John  Baggallay  and  others, 
whereas  the  truth  is  that  he  did  not.  How  can  he  then 
have  a  certain  knowledge  of  the  crime  imputed  to  him  P 
[CresstoeUj  J. — The  indictment  can  hardly  be  said  not  to 
convey  a  knowledge  of  the  charge,  for  it  sets  out  the  name 
of  the  person  to  whom  the  pretence  was  made.]  Lord 
Ellenborough,  in  ITie  King  v.  PerroU  (c),  goes  on  to  say, 
^^  When  a  party  is  called  on  to  answer  for  obtaining  money 
by  a  false  pretence,  it  is  but  reasonable  that  he  should  have 
the  same  notice  as  in  perjury,  by  proper  averments  of  that 
which  is  intended  to  be  relied  on  against  him."  [^Erle,  J. 
—Suppose  one  of  the  parties  to  be  hard  of  hearing,  and 
that,  though  the  pretence  was  made  in  his  presence,  he  did 
not  hear  it,  it  would  be  a  false  pretence  to  both.]  Then 
that  fact  should  appear  if  it  occurred.  It  was  not  left  to 
the  jury,  nor  were  the  witnesses  asked  whether  the  prisoner 
intended  to  make  the  representation  to  all  the  firm.  There 
was  no  proof  that  he  intended  to  make  it  to  any  but  John 
Baggallay;  at  all  events  there  should  have  been  some  proof 
as  to  what  the  word  ^^  others  "  meant  in  this  indictment. 
In  a  dvil  action  there  might  have  been  an  amendment; 
Masters  v.  Barrets  {d) ;  but  in  the  present  instance  there 

(a)  1  Camp.  212.  (b)  2  T.  B.  681. 

(e)  2  M.  &  S.  385-6. 

{d)  2  C.  &  K.  717.    Brittow  ▼.  TTright,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  324. 
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1851.       was  no  applioation  to  amend  {a).    He  therefore  submitted 
■BxG,v,      *^*  ^^  prisoner  was  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
But  if  the  Court  decided  against  him,  he  apprehended  that 
he  could  now  move  in  arrest  of  judgment.    [  Jl?rf?w,  C.  J. — 
That  is  not  a  point  reserved.] 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  in  this 
case  was  right.  There  are  three  ways  in  which  the  allega> 
tion  in  the  indictment  may  be  viewed.  First,  on  the  stat. 
7  Geo.  rV".  c.  64,  s.  14,  the  word  "  others  "  might  be  consi- 
dered to  mean  the  partners  of  Baggallay.  Then  it  would 
be  important  to  consider  whether  a  representation  made  to 
one  member  of  a  firm  was  not  a  representation  made  to  the 
whole  firm,  it  being  concerning  the  partnership  business. 
I  am  inclined  to  think  it  would,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  that  point.  Secondly,  it  might  mean  to  John  Bag« 
gallay  and  several  others;  and  if  so,  I  think  that  a  pretence 
alleged  to  be  made  to  A.,  B.  and  C.  is  suj£ciently  proved 
by  evidence  of  its  having  been  made  to  A. ;  and,  thirdly,  I 
think  the  words  *'  and  others  "  mere  surplusage  in  this  in- 
dictment, and  that  the  allegation  was  sufficiently  proved  by 
the  pretence  having  been  shown  to  have  been  made  to 
Baggallay. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  words 
«  and  others"  axe  mere  surplusage,  for  you  cannot  use 
them  except  under  the  statute  in  alleging  the  ownership  of 
property. 

Cresswell  and  Erle,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Martin,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  am  also  in- 
clined  to  think  that  a  representation  to  one  of  a  firm  is  a 
representation  to  the  others,  the  one  being  an  agent  for  the 
rest ;  but  it  unnecessary  to  consider  that  question. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  See  Arch.  Cr.  PI.  Demuirer. 
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Thb  Queen  against  Patrick  Welsh. 
UTTEEING  COUNTERFEIT  COIN.  1851. 

Saturday, 

"  The  prisoner  was  oonvioted  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  of     *^'^^"^^^^- 
the  Peace  for  the  North  Eiding  of  Yorkshire,  on  the  31st  ^?^^^^^,f 
of  December,  1850,  and  the  following  case  was  stated  for  ^2?»^^J^eit 
the  consideration  of  the  Judges.  ^^  ia  satiafied 

^  ^        by  eyidence  of 

"The  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  having  a<«kforoitho 
*  uttered  and  put  off,*  but  not  with  having  *  tendered,'  to 
one  Benjamin  Dunning  a  counterfeit  shilling.  The  evi- 
dence proved  that  the  prisoner  went  into  the  shop  of  Dun- 
ning and  asked  to  purchase  some  coffee  and  sugar,  and  in 
payment  of  the  same  he  put  down  on  Dunning's  shop 
counter  the  counterfeit  shilling  in  question,  when  Dunning 
took  it  up  and  said  to  the  prisoner  that  the  shilling  was  a 
bad  one. 

"The  prisoner  then  left  Dunning's  shop,  leaving  the 

shilling,  but  without  the  coffee  and  sugar.    The  prisoner 

was  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept 

to  hard  labour  for  two  calendar  months ;  but  execution  of 

the  sentence  of  hard  labour  was  respited  for  the  month. 

The  prisoner  is  in  gaol  for  want  of  bail  to  render  himself 

in  execution.    I  have  now  to  request  the  opinion  of  the 

Judges  whether  the  charge  of  having  ^  uttered  and  put  off ' 

was  proved  by  this  evidence. 

"  James  Pullbinb." 

No  counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Jervis,  0.  J. — ^The  objection  in  this  case  is,  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  coin  was  offered  did  not  take  it ;  and 
it  is  supposed  that  the  averment,  that  the  prisoner  "  uttered 

VOL.  I,  F  F 
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1851.       and  put  off  "  is  therefore  not  satisfied  by  the  evidenoe.    It 
Reg.  v.      has  been  constantly  determined  as  sufficient  whether  the 

coin  has  or  has  not  been  taken  by  the  other  party.    The 

oonviotion  was  therefore  good- 

Conviotion  affirmed. 

The  words  of  the  statute  2  WiU.  IV.  o.  34, 8.  7,  are,  "  if  any  person  ahaQ 
tender,  utter,  or  put  off  any  false  or  counterfeit  coin,"  &o. ;  See  Arch,  dim. 
Law,  Forgery,  p.  371,  9th  ed. 
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The  Queen  against  Elizabeth  Gray, 

IN 

The  Queen  against  William  Dovet  and  Elizabeth  Gtray. 
JOINTLY  «  EECEIVING."  1851. 

Saturday, 

"  At  the  Epiphany  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of     Ja^wtry  is. 
Hants,  holden  at  Winchester,  on  the  30th  December,  ^-  ^^^^^f^ 

'  '  from  the  thief . 

1850,  WiUiam  Dovey  and  Elizabeth  Gray  were  charged,  in  b.  suheecmentiy 

received  from 

an  indictment,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereunto  annexed  (a),  in  a.  Held,  that 
the  first  coimt,  with  stealing,  and  in  the  second  count  with  conricted  upon 
receiving,  twelve  turkeys,  knowing  them  to  have  been  in^  a  joint  re- 

X  1  ceivingbyA. 

stolen.  andl^ 

<<  Dovey  and  a  man  named  Hodder,  who  had  absconded, 
both  resided  at  Brook,  in  the  coimty  of  Hants,  near  the 
premises  of  the  prosecutor  from  which  the  property  was 
stolen.  They  were  both,  in  company  with  others,  at  a 
public  house,  at  eleven  o'clock  on  the  night  the  turkeys  were 
so  stolen,  and  at  eight  o'clock  the  following  morning  they 
were  seen  together  ten  miles  from  Brook,  on  the  road  from 
that  place  to  Salisbury,  with  a  horse  and  cart  belonging  to 
Dovey.  The  same  day  Dovey  sold  two  of  the  turkeys  at 
Salisbury,  and  the  other  prisoner,  Elizabeth  Gray,  who 
resided  at  Salisbury,  was  proved  to  have  disposed  of  the 
remaining  ten  at  Salisbury  on  the  same  day. 

**The  prisoner,  Dovey,  made  a  statement,  which  was 
received  in  evidence,  that  he  was  called  up  at  two  o'clock 
A.  M.  in  the  night  on  which  the  turkeys  were  stolen,  by 
Hodder,  who  brought  the  turkeys  to  him  in  a  sack,  and  that 
he  took  them  to  Salisbuiy  and  sold  them  for  Hodder. 

(a)  The  indictment  was  in  the  usual  fotm. 

I'f2 
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1851.  "The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  against  both 

■req.v.      prisoners  on  the  second  count,  for  receiving. 

"It  was  objected,  by  Counsel  for  Elizabeth  Gray,  citing 
It,  V.  Messinghanij  B.  &  M.  257,  that  the  prisoner  could 
not  be  convicted,  inasmuch  as  the  indictment  charged  a  joint 
receiving,  whereas  the  evidence  showed  separate  acts  of 
receiving,  and  at  the  suggestion  of  Counsel,  I  then  put  it 
to  the  jury  whether  they  found  a  joint  or  separate  receiv- 
ing, upon  which  they  returned  the  following  verdict : 

"  *  We  find  that  William  Dovey  received  on  the 

road  between  Brook  and  Salisbury,  and  Elizabeth 

Gray  at  Salisbury.     The  prisoners  were  not  together 

at  the  time.' 

"  Sentence  of  imprisonment  was  passed  on  both  prisoners, 

and  execution  respited.    Elizabeth  Gray  was  admitted  to 

bail,  and  William  Dovey  was  remanded  to  prison  until  the 

question  on  his  conviction  shall  have  been  decided. 

"  The  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  is  prayed  whether, 
upon  this  verdict,  the  judgment  given  ought  to  be  received 
in  favour  of  both  or  either  of  the  prisoners. 

"  T.  E.  Thresher, 
«  Chairman." 


Samidersy  C.  for  the  prisoner  Elizabeth  Gray. — The 
question  here  is,  whether  upon  a  count  for  jointly  receiving 
you  can  convict  a  party  of  a  separate  receiving  («).  In 
Eex  V.  Messing  ham  (J),  the  mother  and  son  were  indicted 

{a)  SaimdeiB,  G. — ^Another  objection  is,  that  there  is  no  venae  laid. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — ^We  can  only  look  to  the  case  reserred  for  ns. 

Saonders,  C. — But  there  is  this  difficulty,  it  shows  no  jurisdiction.  There 
was  a  similar  case  lately  before  this  Court :  Heff,  v.  Martin,  {anUy  p.  7S). 
The  attention  of  the  Court  below  was  not  called  to  this  point. 

CresBwell,  J. — The  evidence  shows  that  the  offence  was  committed  within 
the  jurisdiction. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — The  Court  ia  but  of  one  opinion ;  you  must  confine  yourself 
'to  the  objection  reserved. 

(*)  By.  &  Moo.  C.  C.  267. 
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for  jointly  receiving ;  it  appeared  that  the  Bon  received  the       1851. 
goods  from  the  thief,  and  the  mother,  in  a  subsequent  part      eeoTiT 
of  the  day,  received  the  goods  from  the  son ;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  mother  could  not  be  convicted  upon  an  indictment 
for  jointly  receiving  with  the  son.    That  case  is  precisely 
in  point. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown. 

Jekvis,  0.  J. — ^We  think  that  case  clearly  establishes 
that  you  cannot  find  several  persons  guilty  of  distinct 
felonies  on  one  count  of  the  same  indictment.  The  felonies 
here  being  distinct,  it  appears  therefore  that  one  of  the 
parties  was  improperly  convicted.  The  count  was  satisfied 
by  the  first  conviction,  that  of  the  first  receiver,  Dovey, 
and  Elizabeth  Gray  ought  to  have  been  acquitted. 

Conviction  reversed. 

See  Beg,  t.  Archery  By.  &  M. ;  1  Bob.  on  Cxi.  19. 
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The  Queen  against  Mary  Ann  Meabs  and  Amelia  Chalk. 
1851. 
Sati^dap,      CONSPIEAOT  TO  PEOOURE  DEPILEaCENT. 

January  18. 

A  conspiracy  to  ^^  ^HE  prisoners,  Maij  Ann  Mears,  and  Amelia  Chalk 
woiMm^to  atS?  ^^^  tri®^  **  *^®  Epiphany  Sesaons  for  the  town  and 
d^^^^^  county  of  the  town  of  Southampton,  held  on  the  7th 
mdi^bie  of-      je^^aiy,  1851,  before  Edwaxd  Smirke,  Eecorder,  upon  the 

following  indictment,  to  which  they  pleaded  Not  Ghiilty : — 
^^  Borough,  town,  and  county  of  the  town  of  Southampton, 
to  wit. — ^The  jurors  for  our  Lady  the  Queen,  upon  their  oath 
and  affirmation,  present,  that  Mary  Ann  Mears,  late  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary  in  the  town  and  county  of  the  town 
aforesaid,  single  woman,  being  a  person  of  wicked  and  de- 
praved mind*  and  disposition,  and  contriving,  and  craftily 
and  deceitfully  intending  to  debauch  and  corrupt  the 
morals  of  one  Johanna  Carroll,  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
and  to  seduce  her  into  an  infamous  and  wicked  course  of 
life,  heretofore  and  after  the  passing  of  a  certain  Act  of 
Parliament  for  the  better  preventing  the  heinous  offence  of 
procuring  the  defiling  of  women,  to  wit,  on  the  fourteenth 
day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  fifty,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  did  knowingly, 
deceitfully,  and  unlawfully  attempt  and  endeavour,  as  much 
as  in  her  lay,  to  procure  the  said  Johanna  Carroll,  then 
and  there  being  a  child  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
to  wit,  of  the  age  of  fifteen  years,  an  orphan  and  a 
servant  out  of  place,  to  have  illicit  carnal  connection  with  a 
man,  to  wit,  a  certain  man  whose  name  is  to  the  jurors 
aforesaid  imknown,  by  then  and  there  knowingly  and 
unlawfully,  falsely  and  fraudulently  pretending  and  repre- 
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Benting  to  the  said  Johanna  Carroll  that  she  the  said  Mary  1851. 
Ann  Mears  was  the  friend  of  the  said  Johanna  Carroll,  and  bxoTv. 
knew  her  father  and  mother,  and  that  if  she  the  said  Mbabs. 
Johanna  Carroll  would  go  home  with  her  the  said  Mary 
Ann  Mears,  she  the  said  Mary  Ann  Mears  would  keep  her 
until  she  the  said  Johanna  Carroll  could  get  a  plaoe,  and 
that  she  the  said  Mary  Ann  Mears  would  herself  try  all  she 
could  to  get  her  a  plaoe.  And  by  then  and  there,  under  such 
false  and  fraudulent  pretences  and  representations,  taking 
her  the  said  Johanna  Carroll  to  the  house  of  the  said  Maiy 
Ann  Mears,  and  keeping  her  there  for  a  long  space  of  time, 
and  soliciting  her  and  tiying  to  induce  her  then  and  there  to 
have  illicit  carnal  connection  with  the  said  man.  Whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  Mary  Ann  Mears  did  not  intend 
to  take  and  did  not  take  the  said  Johanna  Carroll  home 
with  her  to  keep  the  said  Johanna  Carroll  till  she  the  said 
Johanna  Carroll  could  get  a  place,  or  till  she  the  said 
Mary  Ann  Mears  could  obtain  a  place  for  hor,  but  craftily 
and  subtilely,  with  the  wicked  design  and  purpose,  by  the 
said  false  and  fraudulent  pretences,  representations  and 
means  aforesaid,  to  procure  the  said  Johanna  Carroll  to 
have  connection  with  a  man,  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
against  the  peace  of  ova  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and 
dignity.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  and 
affirmation  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  Amelia  Chalk, 
late  of  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town  and  county  afore- 
said, labourer,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said 
misdemeanour  by  the  said  Mary  Ann  Mears,  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  afore- 
said in  the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  the  said  Mary  Ann 
Mears  to  do  and  commit  the  said  misdemeanour,  wickedly, 
knowingly,  and  unlawfully  did  aid,  abet,  and  assist,  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
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1851.       crown  and  dignity.    And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their 
bbo.  v.      ofi-tt  and  affirmation  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the 
said  Mary  Ann  Hears  and  Amelia  Chalk,  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  with  force  and 
arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  town  and  county  afore- 
said, wickedly,  designedly,  and  unlawfully  did  attempt  and 
endeavour  by  false  pretences,  false  representations,  and 
other  fraudulent  means,  to  procure  the  said  Johanna  Car- 
roll, then  being  a  child  imder  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
to  wit,  of  the  age  of  fifteen  years,  to  have  illicit  carnal  con- 
nection with  a  man,  to  wit,  a  certain  man  whose  name  is  to 
the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the 
peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity.  And 
the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  and  affirmation  afore- 
said, do  further  present  that  the  said  Mary  Ann  Mears 
and  the  said  Amelia  Chalk,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parifih  afore- 
said, in  the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  did  between  them- 
selves conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together, 
wickedly,  knowingly,  and  designedly  to  procure  by  false 
pretences,   false    representations,    and    other    fraudulent 
means,  the  said  Johanna  Carroll  then  being  a  poor  child 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to  wit,  of  the  age 
of  fifteen  years,  to  have  illicit  carnal  connection  with  a 
man,  to  wit,  a  certain    man,  whose  name    is   to    the 
jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case   made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

'^  The  following  was  the  case  proved  in  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  indictment,  so  far  ajs  is  material  to  the  ques- 
tions reserved. 

^^  The  prosecutrix,  Johanna  Carroll,  a  girl  aged  fifteen, 
whose  father  and  mother  had  been  dead  for  two  years  and 
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upwards,  had  been  put  out  to  service  by  the  guardians  of  1851. 
the  poor,  within  the  town  and  county  of  the  town  of  South-  -Rxa.v, 
ampton.  On  Monday,  the  18th  November  last,  she  left 
her  last  place,  and  not  having  got  another,  she  applied  to 
the  landlord  of  a  public  house  at  Southampton,  for  a  bed 
for  that  night.  The  landlord  was  unknown  to  her  when 
she  applied;  the  prisoner  Chalk  was  present,  and  the 
prisoner  Mears  joined  them  shortly  afterwards.  The  land- 
lord said  he  could  not  give  her  a  bed  that  night,  but 
referred  her  to  Mrs.  Mears,  who  said  she  would  let  her 
have  a  bed  sooner  than  let  her  sleep  out. 

*'  The  prisoners  were  at  this  time  living  in  the  same  house 
in  the  said  town,  and  had  no  apparent  means  of  sub- 
sistence, except  by  prostitution  and  receiving  men  in  the 
house. 

"  The  two  prisoners  then  took  the  prosecutrix  home.  In 
the  course  of  conversation  on  their  way,  and  just  after  they 
got  home,  Mears,  having  learnt  from  the  prosecutrix  who 
she  was,  and  that  she  wanted  to  get  into  service  again, 
told  her  that  she  knew  her  father  and  mother,  and  that  she 
would  let  the  prosecutrix  remain  in  her  house  without 
paying  anything  till  she  could  get  a  place,  and  that  she 
(Mears)  would  also  try  to  get  one  for  her. 

"The  prosecutrix  remained  some  days  in  the  house,  look- 
ing for  a  place,  and  doing  household  work  in  the  daytime, 
and  sleeping  with  a  little  girl  at  night.  Mears  gave  her 
food  while  there.  On  Tuesday  evemng  the  prisoner 
brought  two  men  to  the  house,  who  stayed  some  time 
there  and  drank  with  them.  On  Wednesday  the  two  men 
again  came  to  the  house  and  slept  there,  each  with  one  of 
the  prisoners. 

"  On  Thursday  morning  the  prisoner  Chalk  talked  to  the 
prosecutrix,  and  advised  her  to  go  out  and  get  money  by 
'^  going  along  with  men,  as  she  herself  did ;"  but  the  pro- 
secutrix did  not  follow  her  advice.     On  that  day,  three 
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1851.  men  came  in  the  afternoon  to  the  house,  and  after  staying 
-Bxa.v,  a  short  time  went  away ;  one  of  them  returned  later  in  the 
^'^*^^'  evening.  Whilst  he  and  the  prosecutrix  and  both  prisoners 
were  together  in  a  room  of  the  house,  the  man  (who  was 
unknown  to  the  prosecutrix)  called  Mears  out  for  a  few 
minutes;  in  their  absence,  the  prisoner  Chalk  told  the 
prosecutrix,  that  they  had  perhaps  gone  out  to  talk  about 
her  (the  prosecutrix),  and  to  ask  the  man  whether  she  and 
the  man  would  go  into  the  bedroom  together.  On  the 
return  of  Mears  and  the  man,  Mears  called  her  aside,  and 
asked  her  whether  she  had  any  objection  to  go  into  the  bed- 
room with  the  man:  the  prosecutrix  refused,  on  which 
Mears  said  to  her,  that  it  was  the  best  way  of  getting  a 
living.  Chalk  also  urged  her  to  go  with  the  man,  and  Mears 
told  her  she  would  get  some  money  from  him  if  she  did  so. 
The  prosecutrix  persisted  in  refusing ;  and  the  man,  after 
drinking  with  the  women,  left  the  house  late  at  night. 
Mears  then  abused  the  prosecutrix;  charged  her  with 
being  sly,  called  her  offensive  names,  and  said  if  she 
wanted  to  get  her  living,  she  must  get  it  as  she  did — ^if  she 
bided  with  her ;  and  she  threatened  to  turn  her  out  with* 
out  her  clothes.  The  prosecutrix  said  she  would  go  then, 
but  Mears  said  she  should  stay  till  next  morning. 

"  On  Friday,  a  child  of  the  prisoner  Chalk,  who  was  lying 
dead  in  the  house  was  buried.  Early  on  Saturday,  the 
prosecutrix  left  the  house  without  being  allowed  to  take 
back  her  clothes ;  and,  having  no  friends  or  relations,  to  go 
to,  returned  to  the  workhouse.  The  prisoners,  or  one  of 
them,  had  pawned  part  of  the  clothes,  and  Mears  claimed 
to  keep  the  rest  to  pay  for  the  prosecutrix's  lodging,  but 
eventually  delivered  them  up  to  the  inspector  of  police,  who 
had  been  sent  to  demand  them.  The  prosecutrix  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  course  of  life  followed  by  the  prisoners 
till  the  third  day,  but  she  owned  that  she  suspected  it  on 
the  second. 
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'^  There  was  no  proof  that  the  prisoners,  or  either  of  them^      1 851 . 
ever  knew  the  parents  of  the  prosecutrix :  or  that  they,  or      b^b^.v. 
either  of  them,  ever  tried  to  get  any  plaoe  as  a  servant  for 
her. 

^^  Several  mtnesses,  to  prove  the  girl  Carroll's  previous 
habits  and  good  oharaoter,  and  other  droumstanoes,  were 
called  for  the  prosecution. 

^'  The  prisoners  ofEered  no  evidence,  and  made  no  state- 
ment in  defence,  nor  were  they  defended  by  counsel. 

"  The  above  facts  were  left  to  the  jury,  as  evidence  under 
all  the  counts ;  and  the  jury  were  told  that  they  could  not 
find  both  prisoners  guilty  under  the  first  or  second  counts ; 
nor  either  of  them  guilty  under  the  last;  unless  they 
believed  that  they  acted  in  concert,  and  with  the  common 
object  of  procuring  the  illicit  connection  alleged  in  the 
indictment,  by  the  false  pretences  and  representations,  or 
the  fraudulent  means  charged. 

"  The  jury  found  both  guilty  on  all  the  counts.  The 
Becorder  passed  sentence  of  imprisonment  of  twelve  caleur 
dar  months  on  each,  but  respited  execution  until  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  upon  the  following  questions,  which 
he  thought  proper  to  reserve,  namely, — 

"  1st,  Whether  the  above-stated  facts  were  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury  on  all  or  any  of  the  counts  ? 

"  2nd,  Whether  the  counts,  or  any  of  them,  disclose  an 
indictable  ofionce,  and  are  valid  in  point  of  law  P 

"  The  prisoners  were  committed  to  prison  for  want  of 

bail. 

"  Edward  Smiekb.'* 


SaunderSj  O.  for  the  Crown. — This  indictment  was 
framed  under  the  statute  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  76  (a).    Look- 

(a)  Intitaled  **  An  Act  to  protect  Women  from  Fraudulent  Practices  for 
procuring  their  Defilement :"  the  first  section  enacts,  that  '*For  the  better 
preventing  the  heinous  offence  of  procuring  the  defiling  of  women  which 
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1851.  ing  at  the  object  of  the  statute,  the  words  employed  were 
:Bsa,v.  obviously  intended  to  embrace  every  fraud  practised  upon  a 
^^^^^^^  young  female,  with  a  view  to  procuring  her  defilement.  It 
was  however  argued,  that,  in  order  to  support  an  indictment 
upon  the  statute,  it  was  necessary  that  a  defilement  should 
have  taken  place,  and  that  this  case  therefore  was  not 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  was  however  to  be 
observed,  that  connection  did  not  take  place,  only  because 
of  the  resistance  of  the  girl  herself.  Upon  an  indictment 
under  this  statute,  it  is  suSlcient  if  fraud  be  proved  either 
in  the  representations  or  the  acts  of  the  parties.  Here  the 
parties,  by  a  false  pretence,  induce  the  girl  to  go  into  a 
house  of  a  disreputable  character — ^their  object  being,  to 
submit  her  to  the  embraces  of  men.  The  first  two  counts 
were  good  upon  the  intent.  The  last  count  was  for  con- 
spiring together.  He  apprehended  this  was  itself  sufficient, 
and  rendered  it  perhaps  unnecessary  that  he  should  argue 
whether  the  ofiences  laid  in  the  other  two  counts  were 
within  the  statute. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — ^The  Court  are  of  opinion,  that  a  con- 
spiracy to  soUcit  a  woman  is  an  indictable  offence.  There 
is  a  case  in  Burrows's  Beports,  p.  1484  (a),  precisely  in 


oertain  infamouB  penoxiB  do  most  wickedly,  pradaae ;  be  it  enacted  by  tiba 
Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  adyice  and  consent  of  the 
Lords  spiritual  and  temporal  and  Commons  in  this  present  Parliament 
assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  That  if  any  person  shall,  by 
false  pretences,  false  representations,  or  other  fraudulent  means,  procure  any 
woman  or  child  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  to  have  illicit  carnal  con- 
nection with  any  man,  such  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  nusdemecuiour,  and 
shall,  being  duly  convicted  thereof,  suffer  imprisonment  for  a  tenn  not 
exceeding  two  years,  with  hard  labour."  There  are  two  other  sections  in  the 
statute  providing  for  the  payment  of  costs. 

(a)  In  that  case  Anne  Catley,  seventeen  yean  of  age,  having  been  appren* 
tioed  to  Bates,  a  music  master,  Bates  assigned  her,  so  far  as  he  could,  to  Sir 
Francis  Delaval  to  learn  tnuaie  :  a  rule  for  an  information  was  exhibited 
against  Bates,  Delaval,  and  Fraine,  an  attorney,  who  drew  and  prepared  the 
assignment,  &c. ;  and  it  appearing  that  they  aU  knew  that  she  was  assigned 
for  the  purpose  of  prostitution,  the  rule  was  made  absolute  against  aU  three 
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point.    There  axe  also  other  oases  which  I  need  not  refer      1851. 

Oonviotion  affirmed.  Mhabb. 

for  an  xmlawful  combination  and  conspiracy.  Lord  Mansfield,  G.  J.,  said, 
'*  I  lemeanber  a  cause  in  the  Court  of  Chanceiy  wherein  it  appeared  that  a 
man  had  formally  assigned  his  wifb  over  to  another  many  and  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  directed  a  prosecution  for  that  transaction,  as  being  notoriously  and 
grossly  against  public  decency  and  good  manners^*  See  stat.  4  &  5  Phil.  & 
M.  o.  8;  and  4  Mod.  146,  n.  (d) ;  Heg.  v.  MsadowSy  1  Car.  &  K  399;  Eeg, 
▼.  Robins^  1  Car.  &  K.  456 ;  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  11. 
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1851. 

Saturdav. 
JaniMry  18. 

A.  (fonnerlyin 
the  anny^  was 
in  the  haoit  of 
emj^loYmg  his 
capital  in  build- 
ing houses  up- 
on his  own 
land  for  his 
profit  and  gain. 
He  had  erect- 
ed a  dosed-in 
and  boarded 
building, 
twenty-four 
feet  square, 
with  slated  roof 
and  glass  win- 
dows; it  was 
caUed**the 
workshop,"  and 
was  used  as  a 
place  of  deposit 
for  tools  and 
buildinff 
materials. 
Held  that  this 
was  a  "  thetP^ 
within  the 
meaning  of  the 
statute  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  62. 
Qm.  a  **  ware- 
house,''  a 
"  shop,"  a 
«  builcung  used 
for  carrymg  on 
a  certain 
trade;"  i.  e, 
"  the  trade  of  a 
builder,"  within 
the  Stat.  7  WiU. 
IV.  &  1  Vict. 
c.  89,  8.  3. 


The  Queen  against  Edwabb  Amos. 
Case  moved  by  the  Honourable  Justice  Talfourd. 

AESON. 

^^  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me,  at  the  last  Sessions 
of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  for  arson.  The  building 
which  he  was  charged  with  burning  was  described  in  one 
count  of  the  indictment  as  a  ^  warehouse ;'  in  the  second, 
as  an  ' office ;'  in  a  third,  as  a  ^  shop ;'  in  a  fourth,  as  a 
^ shed;'  and  in  a  fifth,  as  ^  a  building  used  for  carrying  on 
a  certain  trade ; '   that  is  to  say,  the  trade  of  a  builder. 

"  The  building  destroyed  by  fire  stood  on  premises  be- 
longing to  a  gentleman  who  had  been  in  the  army,  and  was 
styled  ^  Captain  Boss '  at  Clapham.  Possessing  a  consider- 
able freehold  estate  there,  he  employed  his  capital  in  build- 
ing houses  thereupon,  of  which  from  twenty  to  thirty  were 
in  the  course  of  erection,  himself  providing  the  materials 
and  superintending  the  work,  which  was  performed  by 
persons,  sometimes  under  contracts  with  him,  and  some- 
times directly  employed  by  him ;  but  always  with  his  own 
materials.  Bis  object  was  to  let  the  premises,  or  sell  and 
convey  them  as  he  could  find  purchasers.  The  building 
was  erected  by  him  four  or  five  years  ago  for  the  conve- 
nience of  the  works ;  it  was  twenty-four  or  twenty-five  feet 
square,  its  sides  of  wood  with  glass  windows,  its  roof  slated, 
and  it  was  commonly  called  the  ^  workshop.'  It  was  used 
as  a  store-house  for  seasoned  timber,  as  a  place  of  deposit 
of  tools,  and  a  place  where  timber  was  worked  up  into 
proper  forms,  and  prepared  for  use. 

"  At  the  time  of  the  fire  this  building  contained  timber 
prepared  for  use,  which  being  burnt  with  it  made  the 
owner's  loss  amount  to  more  than  1000/. 
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^'  On  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  it  was  contended  that  the      1851. 
building  destroyed  did  not  answer  either  of  the  descriptions      BB9.f1. 
of  ^warehouse/  'office/  'shop/  or  'shed/  and  that  the  use 
of  it  by  Captain  Boss  was  not  a  use  in  the  trade  of  a 
builder. 

"The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and^in  answer  to  a 
question  put  by  me  to  them,  found  that  Captain  Boss  had 
been,  and  was  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  in  the  habit  of  em- 
ploying his  capital  in  the  building  of  houses  on  his  own  land, 
and  of  purchasing  and  working  up  timber  and  other  mate- 
rials in  their  erection,  for  his  profit  and  gain ;  and  that 
the  building  destroyed  was,  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  employed 
by  him  on  the  purposes  of  such  object. 

"  I  respited  the  judgment  and  reserved  the  question, 
whether  the  building  destroyed  answers  the  description  in 
either  count  of  the  indictment,  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal. 

"  J.  N.  Talfoukd. 
"16th  January,  1851," 

Pulling^  for  the  prisoner  (»). — ^After  the  jury  had,  on 
this  trial,  performed  their  duty  by  finding  the  issue  joined 
between  the  parties,  another  special  issue  was  submitted  to 
them  which  formed  no  part  of  the  record.  They  had  in 
their  first  finding  discharged  their  duty,  and  it  was  incom- 
petent for  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial  to  give  any 
opinion  upon' the  question  subsequently  submitted  to  them. 
He  therefore  asked  the  Court  to  exclude  that  part  of  the 
case  from  their  consideration.  [^Jerm^  C.  J. — No;  we 
must  take  the  case  as  it  stands.]    Not  one  of  the  counts 

(a)  Garde,  for  fhe  Crown,  complained  that  the  word  "  erection"  had  been 
left  out  of  the  case. 

Pulling  snlimitted,  the  word  « building"  which  was  inserted  probably 
would  be  sufficient. 

The  Court  directed  that  the  case  should  be  taken  as  if  the  word  "  erection" 
had  been  in  it.    As  if  the  count  with  that  word  had  been  added. 
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1851.  suffioiently  described  the  building  wUoh  was  burnt  down 
^J^Tv!  ^PO^  ^^  present  occasion.  The  building  is  deflcribed  as 
-^os.  c(  ^  tiiiiding  xised  for  carrying  on  a  certain  trade ;"  that  is 
to  say,  the  trade  of  a  builder.  The  jury  find  that  Captain 
Boss  was  in  the  habit  of  employing  his  capital  in  bmlding 
houses  upon  his  own  land,  and  of  purchasing  and  using 
materials  in  their  erection  for  his  profit  and  gain,  and  that 
the  building  was  employed  by  him  for  the  purposes  of  such 
object.  He  submitted  that  upon  this  finding  it  did  not 
appear  that  Captain  Eoss  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  builder 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament.  [e7i?rw,  C.  J. 
— ^Does  the  question  turn  upon  his  building  upon  his  own 
freehold  property  P  Would  leasehold  do  ?]  He  submitted 
it  would  not.  [e/ems,  C.  J. — Then  what  are  Mr.  Cubitt's 
buildings  P  Is  Captain  Boss  the  less  a  builder  because  he 
has  once  been  in  the  army  ?]  Stuart  v.  Shper  (a),  [e/er- 
visj  C.  J. — That  is  not  at  all  this  case.  There  the  pady 
hired  the  land  and  employed  a  builder:  here  the  party 
builds  himself,  himself  employing  the  labourers.]  Can  it 
be  said  that  any  noble  lord  who  builds  upon  his  own  estate 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  London,  and  sells  the  houses  if  he 
can,  is  a  builder  P  There  is  no  distinction  between  the  man 
who  directs  the  building  hunseU,  and  the  man  who  allows 
another  to  superintend  the  works  for  him.  Under  this 
count  it  must  appear  that  he  carried  on  the  trade  of  a 
builder;  that  is,  that  he  was  prepared  to  build  any 
erection  anywhere,  for  any  person  who  might  be  disposed 
to  employ  him,  and  would  pay  him  for  it.  Looking  at  the 
Act  of  Paxliament,  the  Court  would  not  construe  this  place 
as  being  within  its  meaning,  [^rfe,  J. — You  would  press 
upon  us  that  the  legislature  intended  to  leave  the  buildings 
of  private  persons,  that  is,  of  all  those  who  were  not  within 
the  operation  of  the  bankrupt  law,  to  be  burnt  with  im- 

(a)  18  L.  J.,  Kxch.  321. 
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ptmitj.]  He  submitted  that  the  word  ^^ trade"  must  1851. 
haye  a  substantiye  and  definite  meaning ;  it  was  a  term  Bxa.v. 
well  known  to  the  law,  and  could  not  be  extended  in  ^^^' 
the  oonstruotion  of  a  highly  penal  statute. 

The  next  objection  was,  that  it  was  not  a  ^'  warehouse." 
A  warehouse  is  described  by  Johnson  as  a  storehouse  of 
merchandize.  Under  an  old  Act  of  Parliament,  '^  ware- 
house "  was  said  not  to  mean  a  repository  for  goods,  but  a 
place  where  a  tradesman  keeps  his  goods  for  sale — a  place 
in  the  nature  of  a  shop ;  Eex  v.  Godfrey  (a).  A  ware- 
house is  not  a  place  for  stowing  goods, — ^it  is  not  merely  a 
place  for  depositing  merchandize ;  it  is  not  a  storehouse. 
[Martin^  B. — ^Bichardson  describes  a  warehouse  as  a  place 
for  the  safe  custody  of  goods.]  So  long  as  the  articles 
placed  there  are  intended  for  sale,  it  is  a  warehouse,  and  no 
longer.  In  Beg.  v.  Hill  {b)y  it  was  held  that  a  cellar  used 
merely  for  the  deposit  of  goods  intended  for  removal  and 
sale,  was  a  warehouse  within  the  stat.  7  &  8  Geo.  IV. 
c.  29,  s.  15  {c) ;  but  in  this  case  it  is  clear  that  there  were 
neither  goods  nor  merchandize  intended  for  sale.  [Jennsy 
C.  J.— What  do  you  say  to  the  word  "shedP"]  That 
word  is  taken  from  an  Act  of  Parliament  (^),  the  title 
of  which  is,  '^  An  Act  to  amend  the  Law  as  to  Burning 
Farm  Buildings,"  and  is  confined  to  a  shed  used  in  farming 
land.  \^Cre8sicell,  J. — The  words  of  the  statute  are,  shall 
"  set  fire  to  any  hovel,  shed,  or  fold,  or  to  any  farm  build- 
ing ; "  it  does  not  say  any  otker  farm  building,  and  there- 
fore we  need  not  read  the  word  "shed"  as  a  farm  building.] 
The  word  "  shed "  is  so  wide  an  expression,  that  it  has 


(0)  1  Leach,  287.  (6)  2  Moo.  &  B.  458. 

(c)  The  statute  against  breaking  and  entering.  In  that  case  Bolfe,  B., 
ftaid,  '*  That  a  warehouse  in  common  parlance  certainly  meant  a  place  where 
a  man  stowed  or  kept  his  goods  which  were  not  immediately  wanted  for  sale, 
and  there  was  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  legislature  used  the  term  in  that 
statute  in  a  sense  repugnant  to  its  ordinary  meaning. 

(rf)  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  62. 

VOL.  I.  G  G 
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1851.       ceased  to  have  any  individual  or  absolute  definition  at  all. 
Bsa.v,       Johnson  says  it  is  supposed  to  be  derived  from  shade,  and 
^^^'       defines  it  to  be  "  a  slight  temporary  covering."    Under  that 
definition  a  large  umbrella  fixed  in  the  ground,  might 
be  included  under  a  "  shed"  or  "shade"  (a).    Upon  the 
evidence  this  appeared  to  be  a  building  twenty-five  feet 
square,  with  sides  of  wood,  and  closed  windows,  and  was 
commonly  called  the  "workshop."  [e7i?rm,  0.  J. — ^What  do 
you  call  this  place  P]     He  would  refer  to  Beg.  v.  Jf«n- 
8on{b)y  where  Coleridge,  J.,  in  speaking  of  a  certain 
building,  was  unable  to  describe  it.    That  was  a  part  sepa- 
rated by  a  wall  from  the  rest  of  a  building,  which  had  been 
originally|usedasastable.  He  could  not  apply  any  particular 
name  to  this  place.    He  should  say  that  a  shed  was  a  place 
wherein  to  seek  refuge  from  the  weather,  and  where  a  per- 
son could  have  ingress  and  egress;  open  at  least  at  one 
side,  or  at  the  end ;  when  that  opening  is  closed,  it  loses 
its  character  of  a  "  shed."    It  was  not  a  shop.    JReg.  v. 
Saunders  {c)  lays  down,  that  a  shop  must  be  a  place  for 
the  sale  of  goods,  and  not  a  mere  workshop.   It  was  not  an 
ofiSice.    It  would  not  be  contended  that  it  was  used  as  an 
ofiSice.    He  submitted  therefore,  there  was  no  count  in  this 
indictment,  upon  which  the  prisoner  could  be  convicted. 
QardCy  for  the  Crown,  was  not  called  upon. 
Jervis,  C.  J. — It  is  unnecessary  for  the  Court  to  express 
any  opinion  whether  the  building  is  sufficiently  described  in 
each  of  the  counts;    it  is  enough  that  it  is  sufficiently 
described  in  one  count ;  the  Court  confines  its  judgment 
to  that  one  count,  and  it  is  not  to  be  taken  as  expressing 
any  opinion  upon  the  others.    We  think  that  the  word 
"  shed  "  is  a  sufficient  description  within  the  statute.    It 
has  been  said  that  the  word  "  shed "  is  confined  to  farm 

{a)  He  hei6  referred  to  Jonah,  chap.  iv.  rer.  6,  and  to  Mflton's  Paiadiae 
Begained,  book  ii.  ver.  2.  {h)  2  Cox,  C.  G.  186 

(<?)  9  Car.  &  P.  79. 


AXOB. 
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buildings;  we  are  not  of  that  opinion.    We  therefore  think       1851. 
the  oonviotion  is  right.  Beo.  v, 

Patteson,  J. — This  certainly  is  a  shed ;  that  it  is  a  tem- 
porary building  is  manifest  from  the  case ;  it  is  a  place  used 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  stowing  away  goods.  It  is  not 
the  less  a  shed  because  it  is  closed  in.  There  are  many 
places  called  sheds,  which  are  very  firmly  built. 

Oresswell,  J.,  Erle,  J.y  and  Martin,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


gg2 
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1851. 

Saturday, 
January  18. 

A  bill  of  parcels 
underwritten, 
"  I  hope  you 
will  excuse  me 
for  sendinff  for 
such  a  trine/' 
&c.,  and  pur- 
porting to  be 
signed  by  the 
party  to  whom 
the  money  was 
due,  and  pre- 
sented to  the 
debtor,  is  a 
"  warrant," 
and  {semble) 
also  an 

"order"  with- 
in the  meaning 
of  the  statute 
11  Geo.  IV.  & 
1  Will.  IV.  c. 
66,  s.  3. 


Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Baron  Martin. 
The  Queen  against  Frederick  Augustus  Dawson. 

FORGERY. 

"  At  the  Session  of  Gaol  Delivery,  holden  for  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  in  November  last, 
Frederick  Augustus  Dawson  was  tried  before  me  upon  an 
indictment  founded  on  the  stat.  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  Will. 
lY.  0.  66,  s.  3,  charging  him  with  forging  and  uttering  the 
document  hereinafter  set  forth,  (and  which  was  described 
in  some  counts  as  an  order,  and  in  others  as  a  warrant  for 
the  payment  of  nine  shillings,)  with  intent  to  defraud  John 
Lowe.  The  forged  document  was  in  the  following  form : — 
"  *  Mr.  Lowe,  "  *  London. 

"  *  Bought  of  C.  Dawson,  English  and  foreign  £ruit 
merchant,  and  potatoe  salesman,  two  bushels  of 
apples,  9«.' 

" '  November  9th.' 
"  *  Sir, — ^I  hope  you  will  excuse  me  for  sending  for 
such  a  trifle,  but  I  have  received  a  lawyer's  letter  this 
morning,  and,  unless  I  can  make  up  a  certain  amount 
by  one  o'clock,  there  will  be  an  action  commenced 
against  me,  and  I  am  obliged  to  hunt  after  every 

shilling. 

"  *  Tours,  &c. 

" '  F.  Dawson.' 

"It  appeared  upon  the  trial  that  Mr.  John  Lowe,  to 
whom  the  document  was  directed,  was  indebted  to  Mrs. 
Frances  Dawson,  by  whom  it  purported  to  be  signed,  and 
who  carried  on  business  in  the  name  of  C.  Dawson,  in  the 
sum  of  nine  shillings,  for  two  bushels  of  apples.  That  the 
document  was  forged  and  uttered  by  the  prisoner  to  Mr. 
Lowe,  as  a  genuine  instrument  coming  from  Mrs.  Dawson, 
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inth  the  intention  of  fraudulently  obtaining  from  Mr.       1851. 
Lowe  the  said  sum  of  nine  shillings.  heo.v, 

"The  facts  neoessary  to  establish  the  case  were  clear,      Dawboh. 
but  it  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  the 
document  was  neither  an  order  nor  a  warrant  within  the 
meaning  of  the  above  section  of  the  said  statute. 

"I  directed  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  prisoner 
was  gmlty  of  forging  and  uttering  the  document  with  the 
fraudulent  intention  of  obtaining  from  Mr.  Lowe  the  sum 
of  nine  shillings  and  appropriating  it  to  himself. 

"  The  jury  thereupon  found  the  prisoner  guilty. 

"  But,  doubting  whether  such  document  was  an  order  or 
a  warrant,  within  the  above  section,  I  respited  judgment 
upon  the  indictment,  and  remanded  the  prisoner  to  the 
gaol  of  Newgate,  until,  and  in  order  that,  I  should  have 
the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's  Justices  and  Barons,  under 
the  Act  of  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  upon  a  case  to  be  stated, 
whether  the  document  in  question  was,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, such  an  order  or  warrant;  and  I  request 
the  opinion  of  the  said  Justices  and  Barons  upon  the  fore- 
going case. 

"  December  7th,  1850.  Samuel  Martin." 

Ribton^  for  the  prisoner. — The  instrument  is  not  a 
warrant,  nor  is  it  an  order,  as  described.  The  true  con- 
struction of  a  warrant  is  this: — that  the  party  drawing 
the  warrant  has  an  authority  to  draw  it,  but  that  the  party 
on  whom  it  is  drawn  is  not  bound  to  pay  it,  Reg.  v. 
Vivian  {a).  {JerviSj  C.  J. — ^That  is  one  definition  of  a 
warrant.]  He  apprehended  it  was  the  only  good  definition. 
[JerviSj  C.  J. — I  do  not  know  that.]  He  referred  to  the 
observations  of  Alderson,  B.,  in  Reg.  v.  Illidge  (6).  An 
order  must  be  obeyed :  a  warrant  need  not  be  obeyed ;  but, 
if  obeyed,  it  is  a  sufficient  indemnification  to  the  party 
paying;  Reg.  v.  Thorn (c).    The  document  must  on  the 

(a)  1  Car.  &  K.  721.  (A)  Ante,  p.  137.  (r)  2  Moo.  C.  C.  210. 
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1851.  faoe  of  it,  show  that  it  is  an  order,  Eeg.  v.  Vivian.  [OireM- 
rbo.  V.  ^^^h  J- — ^^  you  mean  to  contend  that  nothing  can  be  a 
Dawbo».  -^arrant  for  the  payment  of  money,  unless  the  party  paying 
it  can  recover  the  amount  upon  the  docimient  ?  If  so,  no 
warrant  can  go  to  a  debtor.]  The  production  of  the  docu- 
ment itself  would  not  be  evidence  of  payment,  and  therefore 
it  is  no  warrant,  being  no  indemnity  to  the  party  paying. 
It  is  not  like  a'receipt,  which  indemnifies  the  party  paying. 
The  necessary  ingredients  of  an  order  are,  that  it  must  be 
drawn  by  a  person  having  authority  to  draw,  and  be 
addressed  to  a  person  who  is  bound  to  pay  it.  According 
to  that  definition,  this  is  not  an  order.  This  is  a  simple 
request  to  a  party  to  do  that  which  he  is  not  bound  to  do, 
and  therefore  is  not  an  offence  indictable  under  the  statute. 

No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  Grown. 

Jekvis,  C.  J. — ^If  this  had  been  a  genuine  document,  and 
the  party  had  paid  it,  and  had  been  again  requested  on  the 
following  day  to  pay  the  amount  over  again,  he  would  have 
been  justified  in  refusing  to  do  so.  It  was  therefore  a 
warrant.    I  also  think  it  was  an  order. 

Obesswbll,  J. — I  should  be  sorry  to  convey  any  doubt 
that  this  was  an  order  as  well  as  a  warrant. 

Patteson,  J.,  Erlb,  J.,  Martin,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

At  the  March  Sessions  at  the  Central  Cnminal  Court,  Erie,  J.,  decided 
that  the  following  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  a  warrant  or  an  order 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

jReg.  V.  Harold, 
*'  Dear  Sister,— Please  to  lend  me  the  som  of  W.  as  I  have  not  enough  to 
pay  my  duty,  and  it  must  be  paid  by  two  o'clock ;  by  so  doing  it  will  greatly 
oblige.    Send  it  by  the  bearer,  as  I  am  waiting  in  Broad  Street. 

"  From  your  Brother, 

"J.  Davis." 
[In  this  case  it  did  not  appear  whether  any  money  was  owing.] 

JReg.  T.  Mandera, 
"  Dear  Sir, — I  shall  be  very  thankful  to  you  if  you  will  send  me  the  amaU 
sum  of  30«.  Yours  truly, 

J.  Machin.*' 
[In  this  case  there  was  no  money  owing.] 
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SITTINGS  APTER  HILART  TEEM. 

THE  POUETEENTH  TEAR  OF  THE  REIQN  OP  VICTORIA 

OOBAX 

Jbrvis,  C.  J.,  Williams,  J., 

Alderson,  B.,  Platt,  B., 

Marti]^,  B. 


The  Queen  against  George  Beid,  William  Ackroyd, 

and  William  Eothwell. 

Case  reserved  by  the  Honourahk  Baron  Martin. 

ASSAULT  WITH  INTENT.  1851. 

"  At  the  York  Winter  Assizes,  the  prisoners  were  tried        m  a.  * 


on  the  following  indictment : —  The  prisoner 

"Yorkshire,  to  wit. — The  jurors  for  our   Lady  the  ^iSiious 
Queen  upon  their  oath  present,  that  George  Reid,  late  of  JSS»e^?^  Held, 
the  parish  of  Donoaster,  in  the  county  of  York,  labourer,  ^^u^^^ 
William  Ackroyd,  late  of  the  same  parish,  labourer,  and  ^^^^Ij^f^ 
William  Eothwell,  late  of  the  same  parish,  labourer,  on  •'*'^*'  ^  ^*" 
the  eighteenth  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  himdred  and  fifty,  with  f oroe  and  arms 
of  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  iq  and  upon 
George  Smith,  iq  the  peace  of  God  and  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen  then  and  there  being,  feloniously  did  make  an 
assault,  and  him  the  said  George  Smith,  in  bodily  fear  and 
danger  of  his  life  then  and  there  feloniously  did  put,  and 
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1851.  two  pieoes  of  ciirrent  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  oalled  fihil- 
Bsa.  V,  liiigSy  two  pieces  of  current  silver  coin  of  the  realm,  called 
sixpences,  and  one  silk  handkerchief,  of  the  value  of  two 
shillings,  of  the  moneys,  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said 
George  Smith,  from  the  person  and  against  the  wiU  of  the 
said  George  Smith,  then  and  there  feloniously  and  violently 
did  rob,  steal,  take  and  cany  away.  And  that  the  said 
George  Eeid,  William  Ackroyd,  and  William  Eothwell, 
immediately  before,  at  the  time  of,  and  also  inmiediately 
after  such  robbery  as  aforesaid,  did  then  and  there  felo- 
niously beat  and  strike,  and  use  other  personal  violence  to 
the  said  George  Smith,  against  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  oaae  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace 
of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity. 

"The  jury  found  that  the  prisoners  were  guilty  of 
assaulting  and  beating  George  Smith  (the  person  named 
in  the  indictment),  with  intent  to  rob  him. 

"  It  was  objected  by  the  Counsel  for  the  prisoners,  that 
upon  this  finding,  the  prisoners  were  entitled  to  a  verdict 
of  Not  Guilty  being  entered  for  them. 

"  I  thought  not,  and  that  it  was  lawful  to  proceed  to 
judgment  against  the  prisoners ;  but  at  the  request  of  their 
Counsel,  and  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Coimsel  for  the 
prosecutor,  I  respited  the  judgment  imtQ  the  next  Assizes, 
in  order  that  the  judgment  of  the  Judges  of  either  bench, 
and  of  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  might  be  obtained ; 
which  judgment  I  request  may  be  given. 

"  Samuel  Martin. 

"  December  21st,  1850." 

Overendy  for  the  prisoners  Eeid  and  Eothwell. — The 
verdict  pronounced  by  the  jury  was  a  verdict  of  Not  Gmlty, 
It  was  impossible  at  common  law,  or  by  statute,  to  find 
a  verdict  like  this.     In  the  indictment  the  charge  is,  that  the 
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prisoners  assaulted  the  proseoutor,  and  then  robbed  him.  1851. 
There  was  no  charge  of  an  assault,  with  intent  to  rob.  An  beoTt! 
intent  to  commit  a  robbery  is^a  creature  of  the  statute.  Be- 
fore the  statute  no  such  offence  weis  known  at  common  law. 
On  a  charge  of  murder,  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  man  may 
be  found  guilty  of  manslaughter,  because  it  is  involved 
in  the  greater  offence ;  and  in  burglary,  the  breaking  in 
with  intent  to  steal,  and  with  stealing,  are  the  same  offence 
by  statute.  So  there  are  cases  where,  a  party  being 
indicted  for  a  felony,  the  jury  may  acquit  of  the  felony,  and 
find  guilty  of  a  common  assault ;  but  they  cannot  find  the 
party  guilty  of  another  and  different  felony — of  a  statutable 
offence.  Here  the  indictment  did  not  contain  any  aver- 
ment, which  warranted  the  jury  in  finding  the  prisoner 
guilty  of  such  an  offence ;  nor  can  it  be  said,  that  the 
offence  charged  included  the  offence  found  by  the  jury. 
With  respect  to  the  statute  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85, 
8. 11,  the  word  "  assault "  in  that  statute  must  be  read  as 
if  written  ''  common  assault."  It  cannot  be  said  that  an 
assault  with  intent  to  rob,  is  an  aggravated  misdemeanour, 
because  the  statute  makes  it  a  felony.  There  is  no  such 
thing  as  a  feloniotcs  asaaulty  qua  assault.  [Martifiy  B. — ^In 
this  indictment  is  stated  a  felonious  assault,  and  the  jury 
find  a  felonious  assault.  What  is  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  P  Is  it  not,  that  a  party  may  be  found  guilty  of 
an  assault,  felonious  or  otherwise ;  not  confining  it  to  a 
common  assault  ?  Why  may  not  a  party  charged  with  a 
robbery,  be  found  guilty  of  an  aggravated  assault  P]  Be- 
cause the  aggravated  assault  is  a  felony,  which  the  statute 
does  not  enable  the  jury  to  find  him  guilty  of.  The  word 
felonious  might  be  rejected  altogether  as  surplusage — ^it  has 
no  effect  in  itself :  the  assault  committed  must  be  stated, 
for  it  is  that  which  constitutes  the  felony.  He  might  have 
been  found  guilty  of  stealing  from  the  person,  because  rob- 
bery is  an  aggravation  of  the  stealing :  but  this  is  a  distinct 
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1851.       offence  by  statute.     He  oited  Eeg.  v.  Vanderoomb  {a), 
jiBQ.v.      ^ff-  ^'  Watkins  (J),  Rex  v.  Withal  {c)^  Anonymous  {d). 
®™^*  DearBly^  for  the  prisoner  Aokroyd. — ^If  the  count  oon- 

tained  more  than  one  charge,  it  was  bad  for  duplicity ;  if  it 
did  not,  it  must  be  taken  to  charge  a  robbery,  induding  an 
assault.  Taking  it  to  be  so,  the  jury  acquit  the  prisoner  of 
the  robbery — of  that  which  is  charged  in  the  indictment — 
and  find  him  guilty, — not  of  an  assault  involved  in  the  rob- 
bery,— ^not  of  a  misdemeanour  imder  the  statute, — ^but  of 
an  aggravated  and  statutable  offence,  not  laid  in  the  in- 
dictment. If  this  could  be,  then  on  an  indictment  for 
burglary,  a  man  might  be  convicted  of  murder. 

Hall,  for  the  Grown. — ^This  is  a  valid  conviction  at  com- 
mon law.  The  statute,  giving  authority  to  convict  of  an 
assault,  does  not  limit  the  assault  to  a  misdemeanour ;  the 
jury  may  find  their  verdict  for  the  assault,  and  that  it  was 
attended  with  circumstances  of  aggravation,  even  though 
there  should  be  a  statute  under  which,  if  the  assault  be 
attended  with  such  circumstances,  it  is  made  a  felony.  A 
charge  of  robbery  must  include  a  charge  of  an  attempt 
to  rob;  for  without  the  attempt,  the  robbery  could  not 
take  place ;  and  the  statute  empowers  the  jury,  if  they 
acquit  the  prisoner  of  the  felony  charged,  to  find  him  guilty 
of  any  assault,  which  is  included  within  the  felony.  The 
statute  makes  no  distinction  between  assaults  which  are, 
and  those  which  are  not  felonious.  He  cited  Reg,  v. 
Oould{e)y  Reg.  v.  Ncale{f),  Reg.  v.  Huxley  (g).  If  the 
Court  should  not  be  of  this  opinion,  he  submitted  that  the 
words  "  with  intent  to  rob  him,"  included  in  the  verdict, 
might   be   struck   out   as  imimportant:    they  were  an 

(0)  2  Leach,  C.  C.  70S,  4th  ed. ;  East,  P.  0.  519,  8,  C, 
iP)  Caj.  &  M.  2M.  (<r)  East,  P.  C.  617. 

(rf)  2  Moo.  0.  C.  40.  (0  9  Car.  &  P.  364. 

(/)  1  Den.  C.  C.  36.  {g)  Car.  &  M.  696. 
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unneoessaiy  addition  to  the  finding.    He  dted  alsOi  Camp*      1851. 
bell  T.  The  Qt$een  (A),  Beg.  v.  Walker  (i).  Bsa.v. 

Jkbyis,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  finding  of  the  ^™*' 
jury  does  not  justifj  a  conviction  upon  this  indictment,  and 
that  the  judgment  must  therefore  be  arrested.  It  is  said 
that  the  finding  of  the  jury  is  a  finding  of  a  felony,  techni- 
cally included  in  the  indictment,  and  that  therefore  the 
prisoners  might  properly  be  convicted  at  common  law.  I 
do  not  think  this  is  a  correct  view  of  the  matter.  In  order 
to  do  that,  the  minor  felony  must  be  substantially  charged 
in  the  indictment ;  as  upon  an  indictment  for  burglary,  the 
ojSence  of  housebreaking  is  included,  and,  generally  speak- 
ing, a  larceny  also,  and  a  prisoner  may  be  found  guilty  of 
either  of  those  offences ;  but  upon  an  indictment  for  bur- 
glary, and  breaking  and  entering  a  house  and  stealing,  the 
prisoner  cannot  be  found  guilty  of  breaking  and  entering, 
with  intent  to  steal.  ( VandercomVa  case,)  Here  the  jury 
have  negatived  the  whole  of  the  indictment,  except  the 
assault.  It  is  said,  the  word ''rob"  includes  an  attempt  to 
rob.  I  do  not  think  so ;  but  at  all  events,  the  expression 
"  rob  the  goods,"  is  not  very  correct ;  and  the  inaccurate 
use  of  the  word  does  not  warrant  the  Court  in  giving  that 
construction  which  is  contended  for.  We  think  that  this 
conviction  cannot  be  sustained  at  common  law,  because  the 
felony  which  the  jury  have  found,  is  not  charged  in  the 
indictment.  If  that  be  so,  can  the  prisoner  be  convicted 
imder  the  statute?  The  statute  says,  "that  upon  the 
trial  of  every  o£Eence  which  includes  an  assault,  if  the  party 
charged  is  acquitted  of  the  felony,  he  may  be  convicted  of 
assault."  That  does  not  mean  in  every  case,  where  upon 
the  face  of  the  indictment  an  assault  shall  be  alleged,  but 
where  an  assault  is  legally  and  technically  included  in  the 
offence  charged.    Here  the  offence  does  include  an  assault, 

(A)  2  Cox,  G.  C.  463.  (t)  2  Moo.  &  B.  446. 
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1851.       fl^d  the  jury  might,  under  the  Btatute,  find  the  prisoners 
— r  guilty  of  an  assault — that  is,  of  an  ofPenoe,  which  has  all 

^BiD.  the  legal  incidents  of  an  assault ;  but,  they  have  found  them 
guilty  of  an  assault  mth  intent  to  rob — an  ofience  made 
felony  by  statute,  and  one  not  charged  in  the  present 
indictment.  Such  a  finding  not  being  warranted,  is  equiva- 
lent to  no  finding  at  all ;  and  the  conviction  is  therefore 
bad. 

Conviction  reversed. 
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Lord  Campbell,  C.  J., 
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Pollock,  C.  B., 
Parke,  B., 
Alderson,  B. 
Patteson,  J., 
Coleridge,  J. 


Maule,  J. 

WiGHTMAN,  J., 

Cresswell,  J., 
Erle,  J., 
Williams,  J., 
Talfourd,  J., 
Martin,  B. 


The  Qtteen  against  Eobert  Coitrtice  Bird  and  Sarah  Bird. 

FELONY  INCLUDING  ASSAULT.  1851. 

"  The  prisoners  were  indicted  for  having,  on  the  10th  of  ^eb!*i2^J)l 
November,  1849,  assaulted  Mary  Ann  Parsons  with  intent  Twopnaoners 
to  wound,  and  with  intent,  by  such  wounding,  to  do  her  J^l^^ 
grievous  bodily  harm.  I^^  that 

"  The  prisoners  pleaded  that  they  had  been  before  ao-  ^^  Msauits,  or 

r  r  t/  any  one  or 

quitted  of  the  o£Eenoe  charged.  m?j«  of  them 

*  .      .  A  rt         laid  and  proTed 

*'  The  plea  set  out  an  indictment  for  murder,  the  first  agauut  the 
count  of  which  charged  the  murder  of  Mary  Ann  Parsons  either  of  them, 
by  striking,  on  the  fifth  of  November,  1849,  with  a  stick  on  death.  Held, 

that  the  pri- 
soners conld 
not  upon  that  indictment  be  oonTicted  of  an  assault,  nnder  the  statute  7  W.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c. 


B.^.  622,  MattUf  J.,  p.  505,  and  Martin,  B.,  p.  467. 

That  therefore,  upon  a  subsequent  indictment  for  the  same  assaults,  [as  assaults,]  the  pri- 
soners could  not  plead  autrefois  acquit. 


(a)  This  case  was  first  an^ed  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1850,  on  Wednesday,  NoTember  20th,  and 
Friday,  November  22nd,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Wightman,  J.,  Williams,  J  ,  Talfourd,  J.,  and 
Martin,  B. ;  on  Friday,Dec6mber  20th,  Pollock,  C.  B..  said  that  there  wasadifferenoe  of  opmion 
amonsst  the  Judges  constituting  the  Court  upon  tnat  argumentj  and  that  tiie  case  would 
therefore  be  referred  to  the  consideration  of  a  larger  number  of  the  Judges .  It  was  afterwards, 
in  Hilary  Term,  1851,  on  Saturday,  January  25th,  argued  before  the  above-named  fourteen 
Judges,  who  gave  their  judgment  on  Wednesday,  February  I2tiu 
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1851.       the  head,  ohest,  shoulders,  back,  araiB,  legs,  and  thighs, 
rbo.  r.       causing  divers  mortal  bruises,  of  which  she  died  on  the  4tli 
^^'       of  January,  1850  (a), 

'^2nd  count  alleged  the  mortal  bruises  to  have  been 
caused  by  divers  beatings  between  5th  November  and  1st 
of  January. 

*^  8rd  count  alleged  beatings  on  5th  November,  1st 
December,  and  1st  January,  and  divers  other  days  between 
5th  November  and  1st  January. 

(a)  The  plea  and  replicatiozi  were  as  IoUowb  : — 

And  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  3ird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the 
said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  in  their  own  proper  persons  now  come  into  Court 
here  and  having  heard  the  said  indictment  read  and  the  matters  therein  con- 
tained say  that  they  ought  not  to  be  put  to  answer  the  said  indictment  they 
having  been  heretofore  in  due  manner  of  law  acquitted  of  the  premises  in  and 
by  the  said  indictment  above  specified  and  charged  upon  them  and  for  a 
plea  to  the  said  indictment  they  say  that  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  ought  not 
further  to  prosecute  the  said  indictment  against  them  because  they  say  that 
heretofore  to  wit  at  the  assizes  and  general  sessions  of  oyer  and  terminer  and 
general  delivery  of  the  gaol  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  holden  at  tiie  castle  of 
Exeter  in  and  for  the  county  of  Devon  on  Saturday  the  sixteenth  day  of 
March  in  the  thirteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  Lady  Victoria  by 
the  grace  of  Gk)d  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  Queen 
Defender  of  the  Faith  before  Sir  WiUiam  Erie  knight  one  of  the  Justices  of 
our  Lady  the  Queen  assigned  to  hold  pleas  before  the  Queen  herself  Sir 
Thomas  Noon  Talfourd  knight  one  of  the  Justices  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  of 
her  Court  of  Common  Pleas  and  others  their  fellow  Justices  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen  assigned  by  letters  patent  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  under  the  Great 
Seal  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  to  them  the  said  Sir 
William  Erie  and  Sir  Thomas  Noon  Talfourd  and  others  their  feUows  Justices 
of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  and  to  any  two  or  more  of  them  directed  (of  whom 
one  of  them  the  said  Sir  William  Erie  and  Sir  Thomas  Noon  Talfourd  or  of 
others  in  the  said  letters  patent  named  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  willed  to  be 
one)  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of 
the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  stood  indicted  and  were  duly  arraigned  upon  a 
certain  indictment  which  charged  them  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  end  the 
said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Courtioe  Bird  by  the  names  and 
descriptions  of  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  late  of  the  parish  of  Buckland  brewer  in 
the  county  of  Devon  labourer  and  Sarah  the  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Courtioe 
Bird  late  of  the  same  parish  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and 
the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  not  having  the 
fear  of  God  before  their  eyes  but  being  moved  and  seduced  by  the  instigation 
of  the  Devil  on  the  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849  with 
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^'  4ih  count  alleged  the  mortal  bruifles  to  have  been  caused       185 1 . 
by  blows  inflicted  with  a  scourge  made  of  leather  thongs.         -Bxa.v. 

"5th  count  alleged  the  mortal  bruises  to  have  been       ^™*' 
caused  by  casting  and  throwing  her  against  the  ground  on 
the  1st  of  January,  1850. 

"  6th  count  alleged  the  mortal  bruises  to  have  been 
caused  by  throwing  her  on  the  ground  and  there  kicking 
and  beating  her,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1850. 

"It  then  alleged  that  the  indictment  included  divers 


force  and  azniB  at  fhe  pariah  aforesaid  in  the  oonnty  aforesaid  in  and  tipon  one 
Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  the  peace  of  God  and  onrsaid  Lady  the  Queen  then  and 
there  being  unlawfully  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought 
did  make  an  assault.  And  that  the  said  Robert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his 
wife  with  a  certain  stick  of  the  value  of  a  penny  which  they  the  said  Bobert 
Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  in  their  right  hands  then  and  there  had  and 
held  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  chest  shoulders  back 
arms  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Mazy  Ann  Parsons  then  and  there  felo- 
niously wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  strike  and  beat  they  the 
said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarab  his  wife  giving  to  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Par- 
sons then  and  there  thereby  to  wit  with  the  stick  aforesaid  in  and  upon  the  head 
chest  shoulders  back  arms  legs  aL  i  thighs  of  her  the  said  Mazy  Ann  Parsons 
divers  mortal  bruises  of  which  said  mortal  bruises  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons 
from  the  said  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  aforesaid  until  the  fourth  day 
of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860  at  the  paxish  aforesaid  in  the  county 
aforesaid  did  languish  and  languishing  did  live  on  which  said  fourth  day  of 
January  in  the  year  last  aforesaid  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  at  the  pariah 
aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  of  the  said  mortal  bruises  died.  And  so  the 
said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in 
manner  and  form  aforesaid  feloniously  wilfully  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice 
aforethought  did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  her 
crown  and  dignity. 

And  also  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah 
his  wife  not  having  the  fear  of  Qod  before  fiieir  eyes  but  being  moved  and 
seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil  on  the  fifth  day  of  November  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1849  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day 
and  the  third  day  of  Januaxy  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1850  to  wit  on  the  first 
day  of  December  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849  and  the  first  day  of  January 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1850  respectively  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish 
aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  in  and  upon  one  Mary  Anne  Pazaons  in  the 
peace  of  Qod  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously 
wilfully  wickedly  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  divers 
to  wit  ten  assaults  and  that  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife 
with  a  certain  stick  to  wit  of  the  value  of  one  penny  which  they  the  said 
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1851.  assaultB  against  Maiy  Ann  Parsons^  and  that  the  prisoners 
Haj.v.  were  acquitted  upon  the  said  indictment,  and  that  thd 
assaults  included  in  the  felony  and  murder  charged  upon 
them  in  the  said  indictment  were  the  same  aa  those  chaiged 
in  the  present  indictment.  The  replication  to  this  plea 
averred, 

"  That  the  prisoners  were  not  acquitted  of  the  felony 
and  murder  including  the  same  identical  assaults  charged 
in  the  present  indictment. 


Bobert  Courtioe  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  in  their  right  hands  then  and  therd 
to  wit  at  the  seyeral  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county 
aforesaid  had  and  held  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  cheet 
shoulders  anns  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  liCary  Ann  Parsons  then  and 
there  to  wit  at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and  county 
aforesaid  feloniously  wilfully  wickedly  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought did  strike  and  beat  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his 
wife  to  the  said  Mazy  Ann  Parsons  then  and  there  thereby  to  wit  with  the 
said  stick  at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  pariah  aforesaid  in  the  county 
aforesaid  giving  to  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  chest 
shoulders  anns  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  divers  to 
wit  ten  mortal  bruises  of  which  said  mortal  bruises  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Par- 
sons from  the  said  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  aforesaid  and  the  several 
other  days  aforesaid  until  the  fourth  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1850  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  did  languish  and  lan- 
guishing did  live  on  which  said  fourth  day  of  Januaiy  in  the  year  last  afore- 
said the  said  Mazy  Ann  Parsons  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid 
of  the  said  mortal  bruises  died.  And  so  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and 
Sarah  his  wife  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  manner  and  f onn  aforesaid  felo- 
niously wilfully  xmlawfully  and  wickedly  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did 
kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 
And  also  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  his 
wife  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before  their  eyes  but  being  moved  and  seduced 
by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil  on  the  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1849  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the 
third  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1850  to  wit  on  the  first  day  of 
December  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849  and  the  first  day  of  January  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1850  respectively  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid 
in  the  county  aforesaid  in  and  upon  one  Mary  Anne  Parsons  in  the  peace  of 
God  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously  wilfuUy 
wickedly  and  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  divers  to 
wit  ten  assaults  and  that  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  with  a  certain  stick  of 
the  value  of  one  penny  which  he  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  in  his  right 
hand  then  and  there  to  wit  at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  afore- 
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*^  The  former  record  was  put  in,  and  it  was  proved  that  1851. 
on  the  former  trial  evidenoe  had  been  given  of  different 
assaults  committed  by  the  prisoners  upon  the  deceased 
through  the  months  of  November  and  December.  One  on 
the  5th  of  November,  with  a  stick  on  the  arms  and  neck. 
One  at  the  end  of  November,  or  beginning  of  December, 
with  a  stick  across  the  shoulders.  Another  with  a  furze 
bush  about  the  11th  of  December. 

*^  The  Counsel  for  the  prosecution  in  opening  the  case  to 

aaid  and  ooimty  af oroBaid  had  and  held  and  the  said  Sarah  the  wife  of  the 
saidBobert  Gomtioe  Bird  with  a  certain  other  Btiokof  the  value  of  one  penny 
which  she  the  said  Sarah  in  her  right  hand  then  and  there  to  wit  at  the 
aeveral  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and  comity  aforesaid  had  and 
held  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  chest  shoulders  arms 
legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  then  and  there  to  wit  at 
the  sereral  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and  county  aforesaid  felo- 
niously wilfully  wickedly  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did 
respectiTely  strike  and  beat  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtioe  Bird  and  Sarah  his 
wife  respectively  to  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Psrsons  then  and  there  thereby  to  wit 
at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid 
with  the  several  sticks  aforesaid  so  held  by  them  respectively  as  aforesaid  at 
the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  giving  with  this  that  they  respect- 
ively then  and  there  thereby  gave  to  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon 
the  head  chest  shoulders  arms  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Mary  Ann  Par- 
sons divers  to  wit  ten  mortal  bruises  of  which  said  mortal  bruises  the  said 
Maiy  Ann  Parsons  from  the  said  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
aforesaid  and  the  several  other  days  aforesaid  untQ  the  fourth  day  of  January 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid 
did  languish  and  languishing  did  live  on  which  said  fourth  day  of  January  in 
the  year  last  aforesaid  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and 
oounty  aforesaid  of  the  said  mortal  bruises  so  given  as  aforesaid  died.  And  so 
the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons 
in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  by  the  means  aforesaid  feloniously  wilfully 
unlawfully  wickedly  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  kill  and  murder 
against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 

And  also  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah 
bis  wife  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before  their  eyes  but  being  moved  and 
seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil  on  the  fifth  day  of  November  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1849  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day 
and  the  third  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860  with  force  and 
arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  oounty  aforesaid  in  and  ui>on  the  said 
Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  the  peace  of  Gk>d  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and 
there  being  feloniously  wilfully  unlawfully  and  of  their  malioe  aforethought 
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1851.       assaults  against  Mary  Ann  Parsons,  and  that  the  prisoners 

B»>.o.      were  acquitted  upon  the  said  mdiotment,  and  that  the 

^^^^'        assaults  included  in  the  felony  and  murder  charged  upon 

them  in  the  said  indictment  were  the  same  as  those  charged 

in  the  present  indictment.     The  replication  to  this  plea 

averredy 

^  That  the  prisoners  were  not  acquitted  of  the  felony 

and  murder  including  the  same  identical  assaults  charged. 

in  the  present  indictment. 


Bobert  Gonrtioe  Bird  and  Saiah  his  wife  in  their  right  hands  then  and  tfaerd 
to  wit  at  the  sereral  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county 
aforesaid  had  and  held  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  chest 
shoulders  aims  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  liCary  Ann  Parsons  then  and 
there  to  wit  at  the  seyeral  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and  county 
aforesaid  feloniously  wilfully  wickedly  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought did  strike  and  beat  they  the  said  Robert  Gourtioe  Bird  and  Sarah  his 
wife  to  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  then  and  there  thereby  to  wit  with  the 
said  stick  at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county 
aforesaid  giving  to  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  chest 
shoulders  anns  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  divers  to 
wit  ten  mortal  bruises  of  which  said  mortal  bruises  the  said  Mary  Ann  Par-* 
sons  from  the  said  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  aforesaid  and  the  several 
other  days  aforesaid  until  the  fourth  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1850  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesud  did  languish  and  lan- 
guishing did  live  on  which  said  fourth  day  of  January  in  the  year  last  afore- 
said the  said  Mazy  Ann  Parsons  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid 
of  the  said  mortal  bruises  died.  And  so  the  said  Bobert  Gourtioe  Bird  and 
Sarah  his  wife  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  manner  and  f oim  aforesaid  felo- 
niously wilfully  unlawfully  and  wickedly  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did 
kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 
And  also  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Couitice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  his 
wife  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before  their  eyes  but  being  moved  and  seduced 
by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil  on  the  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1849  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the 
third  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1850  to  wit  on  the  first  day  of 
December  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1849  and  the  first  day  of  January  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1850  respectively  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid 
in  the  county  aforesaid  in  and  upon  one  Mary  Anne  Parsons  in  the  peace  of 
God  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously  wilfully 
wickedly  and  unlawf idly  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  divers  to 
wit  ten  assaults  and  that  the  said  Bobert  Gourtioe  Bird  with  a  certain  stick  of 
the  value  of  one  penny  which  he  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  in  his  right 
hand  then  and  there  to  wit  at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  afore- 
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"  The  fonner  record  was  put  in,  and  it  was  proved  that       1851. 
on  the  former  trial  evidence  had  been  given  of  different       bbTT! 
assaults  committed  by  the  prisoners  upon  the  deceased       ^™^' 
through  the  months  of  November  and  December.    One  on 
the  5th  of  November,  with  a  stick  on  the  arms  and  neck. 
One  at  the  end  of  November,  or  beginning  of  December, 
with  a  stick  across  the  shoulders.    Another  with  a  furze 
bush  about  the  11th  of  December. 

"  The  Counsel  for  the  prosecution  in  opening  the  case  to 

■aid  and  oonnty  aforesaid  had  and  held  and  the  said  Sarah  the  wife  of  tha 
said  Bobert  Gonrtioe  Bird  with  a  certain  other  stiok  of  the  value  of  one  penny 
which  she  the  said  Sarah  in  her  right  hand  then  and  there  to  wit  at  the 
several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and  county  aforesaid  had  and 
held  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  chest  shoulders  arms 
legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  then  and  there  to  wit  at 
the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and  county  aforesaid  felo- 
niously wilfully  wickedly  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did 
respectively  strike  and  beat  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his 
wife  respectively  to  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  then  and  there  thereby  to  wit 
at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid 
with  the  several  sticks  aforesaid  so  held  by  them  respectively  as  aforesaid  at 
the  pariah  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  giving  with  this  that  they  respect- 
ively then  and  there  thereby  gave  to  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon 
the  head  chest  shoulders  arms  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Mary  Ann  Par- 
sons divers  to  wit  ten  mortal  bruises  of  which  said  mortal  bruises  the  said 
Mary  Ann  Parsons  from  the  said  fifth  day  of  November  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
aforesaid  and  the  several  other  days  aforesaid  until  the  fourth  day  of  January 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1850  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid 
did  languish  and  languishing  did  live  on  which  said  fourth  day  of  January  in 
the  year  last  aforesaid  the  said  Mary  Ajm  Parsons  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and 
county  aforesaid  of  the  said  mortal  bruises  so  given  as  aforesaid  died.  And  so 
the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons 
in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  by  the  means  aforesaid  feloniously  wilfuUy 
unlawfully  wickedly  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  kill  and  murder 
against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 

Ajid  also  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah 
bis  wife  not  having  the  fear  of  Gk>d  before  their  eyes  but  being  moved  and 
seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil  on  the  fifth  day  of  November  in  tha 
year  of  our  Lord  1849  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day 
and  the  third  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860  with  force  and 
arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  in  and  upon  the  said 
Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  the  peace  of  Qod  and  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  then  and 
there  being  feloniously  wilfully  unlawfully  and  of  their  malioe  aforethought 
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1851.  the  JU17  on  the  former  trial,  had  opened  theee  difEerent 
Bm.v.  assaults  as  oonduoing  to  the  death;  but  stated,  that  if  he 
should  fail  in  proving  that  thej  oonduoed  to  the  death, 
they  would  furnish  evidence  of  the  animus  of  the  prisoners. 
^'  It  being  proved,  however,  on  that  trial,  as  it  also  was 
on  this,  that  the  death  which  took  place  on  the  4th  of 
Januajy,  was  caused  exclusivelj  by  one  particular  blow 
on  the  head,  inflicted  shortly  before  the  death  of  tha 
deceased;  and  there  being  no  evidence  to  show  that  that 

did  make  diven  SMaoltB  and  that  fhe  said  Bobert  Couztioe  Biid  and  Sanh 
bii  wife  with  a  certain  Boomge  to  wit  a  soonxge  made  of  certain  leather 
thongs  to  a  certain  stick  affixed  of  the  Talue  of  a  penny  which  they  the  said 
Bobert  Oonrtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  in  their  lig^t  hands  then  and  there 
to  wit  at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  and  ooimty  afore- 
said  had  and  held  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  chest 
shoulders  back  arms  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the  said  Mazy  Ann  Paxsons  then 
and  there  feloniously  wilfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  stijke  and 
beat  they  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  giving  to  the  said 
Mary  Ann  Parsons  then  and  there  thereby  to  wit  with  the  sooorge  aforesaid 
at  the  several  times  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  ooimty  aforesaid 
in  and  npon  the  head  chest  shoolders  back  arms  legs  and  thighs  of  her  the 
said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  divers  mortal  braises  of  which  said  mortal  bruises 
the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  from  the  said  fifth  day  of  November  and  the  said 
other  days  and  times  nntil  the  said  fourth  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our 
liOrd  1850  aforesaid  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  ooimty  aforesaid  did 
languiwh  and  languishing  did  live  on  which  said  fourth  day  of  January  in  the 
year  last  aforesaid  the  said  Mary  Ann  Paxsons  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in.  the 
county  aforesaid  of  the  said  several  mortal  bruises  died.  And  so  the  said 
Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in 
manner  and  form  aforesaid  by  the  means  aforesaid  feloniously  wilfully  and  of 
their  malice  aforethought  did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  ouz  Lady 
the  Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 

And  also  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah 
his  wife  not  having  the  fear  of  GK>d  before  their  eyes  but  being  moved  and 
seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the  Devil  on  the  first  day  of  January  in  the 
year  of  our  liOrd  1850  with  force  and  arms  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the 
county  aforesaid  in  and  upon  the  said  Mazy  Ann  Parsons  in  the  peace  of  Qod 
and  our  Lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously  wilfully  wickedly 
and  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  an  assatdt  and  that 
the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  with  both  his  hands  and  the  said  Sarah  Bird 
with  both  her  hands  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  to  and  against  the  ground 
then  and  there  feloniously  wilfully  wickedly  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice 
aforethought  did  cast  and  throw  by  which  said  casting  and  throwing  the 
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blow  had  been  stniok  by  either  of  the  piisonerBy  they  were       1851. 
aoquitted.  Baa.  v. 

■ 

*^  It  was  not  shown  before  me  that  there  were  any  other 
assaults  oommitted,  but  those  which  had  been  given  in  evi- 
denoe  on  the  f  onner  trial. 

**  Under  these  oiroimistanoes,  the  following  question  of 
law  arose : — ^Whether  the  general  acquittal  pronounced  at 
the  former  trial,  could  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for 
each  and  every  of  the  assaults  so  given  in  evidence. 


Mary  Ann  Panonfl  to  and  againat  the  gxoimd  the  nid  Bobert  Oouztice  Bixd 
and  Sarah  Bird  then  and  there  gave  the  said  Mary  Ann  PazaonB  diyenmortal 
bmiseB  in  and  npon  the  head  stomach  sides  and  back  of  her  the  said  M aiy 
Ann  Parsons  of  which  said  mortal  braises  the  said  Hazy  Ann  Parsons  from 
the  said  first  day  of  January  in  the  year  of  onr  Lord  1860  nntQ  the  fourth 
day  of  January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860  to  wit  then  and  there  at  the 
parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  did  laugniah  andlangnishiug  did  Hto 
on  which  said  fourth  day  of  January  in  the  yesr  last  aforesaid  the  said  Mazy 
Ann  Parsons  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  of  the  said 
mortal  bruises  died.  And  so  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  and  Sarah  his 
wife  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Parsons  in  manner  and  foinn  aforesaid  by  the  meana 
aforesaid  felcnioudy  wickedly  wilfully  unlawfully  of  their  malice  aforethought 
did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  her  crown  and 
dignity. 

And  also  for  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Oourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah 
his  wife  not  having  the  fear  of  God  before  their  eyes  but  being  moved  and 
seduced  by  the  instigation  of  the  Derril  on  the  first  day  of  January  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1860  with  force  and  anna  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county 
aforesaid  in  and  upon  the  said  ICary  Ann  Parsons  in  the  peace  of  Gk)d  and 
our  liady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being  feloniously  wilfully  wickedly  and 
imlawfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  did  make  an  assaultandthat  the 
said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  then  and  there  with  both  his  hands  and  the  aaid 
Sarah  the  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtioe  Bird  then  and  there  with  both  her 
handa  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  to  and  against  the  ground  then  and  there 
f elonioualy  wickedly  wilfully  unlawfully  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  re- 
apectiyely  did  then  and  there  cast  and  throw  and  that  the  said  Bobert 
Oourtice  Bird  then  and  there  with  both  the  feet  of  him  the  aaid  Bobert 
Courtice  Bird  and  the  aaid  Sarah  the  wife  of  the  aaid  Bobert  Courtice  Bird 
then  and  there  with  both  the  feet  of  her  the  aaid  Sarah  whilat  the  aaid  Mary 
Ann  Paraona  being  ao  then  and  there  caat  and  thrown  to  and  against  the 
ground  then  waa  then  and  there  upon  the  ground  the  aaid  Mary  Ann  Paraona 
in  and  upon  the  head  atomooh  back  and  aidea  ol  her  tiie  aaid  Mazy  Ann 
PazBona  then  and  there  fekmioualy  wickedly  wilfully  and  unlawfully  and  of 
their  malioe  al^nthouc^t  did  reapeoliTely  then  and  thiore  strike  beat  and  kick 
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1851.  <<  After  telling  the  jury  that  the  burden  of  proof  lay  upon 

1^.  V,  the  prisoners — ^who  were  bound  to  establish  the  truth  of 
their  plea — I  directed  them  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that 
there  were  several  distinct  and  independent  assaults,  some 
or  any  of  which  did  not  in  any  way  conduce  to  the  death  of 
the  deceased,  it  would  be  their  duty  to  find  a  verdict  for 
the  Crown. 

^'The  jury  thereupon  found  a  verdict  for  the  Grown. 
But  a  doubt  existing  in  my  mind  whether  I  was  right  in  my 


they  the  aaid  Robert  Couztioe  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  then  and  there 
tiTely  aa  weU  by  the  casting  and  throwing  of  her  the  aaid  Maiy  Ann  Paxaona 
to  the  ground  aa  aforesaid  as  aJso  by  the  striking  beating  and  kicking  the 
said  Maxy  Ann  Parsons  in  and  upon  the  head  stomach  back  and  sides  of  her 
the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  while  on  the 
ground  as  aforesaid  then  and  there  thereby  giving  to  the  said  Mazy  Ann 
Parsons  divers  to  wit  twenty  mortal  bruises  in  and  upon  the  head  stomaoh 
back  and  sides  of  her  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  of  which  said  mortal 
bruises  so  caused  as  aforesaid  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  from  the  said  first 
day  of  Januaxy  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860  until  the  fourth  day  of  January 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860  then  and  there  to  wit  at  the  xMurish  aforesaid  in 
the  county  aforesaid  did  languish  and  langnishing  did  live  on  which  said 
fourth  day  of  January  in  the  year  last  aforesaid  the  said  Mary  Ann  Panons 
at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  of  the  said  mortal  bruises  m> 
given  as  aforesaid  died.  And  so  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  Sarah 
his  wife  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  by  the 
means  aforesaid  feloniously  wickedly  wilfully  and  unlawfully  and  of  their 
malice  aforethought  did  kill  and  murder  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the 
Queen  her  crown  and  dignity. 

And  they  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wile 
of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  further  say  that  the  said  felony  and  murder 
so  charged  upon  thf  in  the  said  last-mentioned  indictment  as  aforesaid  in- 
cluded divers  esse  ^erein  supposed  and  alleged  to  have  been  made  and 
committed  by  t"  aid  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the 

said  wife  oi  jbert  Gourtice  Bird  against  the  person  of  the  said  Maiy 

Ann  Pars'  said  indictment  named.    And  tiiey  the  said  Bobert  Gour- 

tice Bir '  :aie  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird 
further  Buy  that  they  did  then  and  there  respectively  plead  not  guilty  to  the 
said  last-mentioned  indictment  and  that  they  were  thereupon  then  and  there 
in  due  form  of  law  respectively  tried  upon  the  said  last-mentioned  indictment 
l^  a  jury  of  the  said  county  then  and  there  in  due  form  of  law  summoned 
impanelied  and  sworn  to  speak  the  truth  of  and  concerning  the  prsmiaes  In 
the  said  last-mentioned  indictment  mentioned  and  to  try  the  said  issues  ao 
joined  between  our  sovereign  Lady  the  Queen  and  them  the  aaid  Bobert  Gour* 
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diieotion  to  the  jury,  I  thought  it  fitting  to  state  the  fore-       1851. 
going  oiroamstanoeSy  and  the  question  of  law  arising  upon      -sxa.  v.- 
them,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Justices  of  either  bench,  and       ^™^' 
the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  under  the  Act  of  the  11 
&  12  Yiot.  entitled,  ^  An  Act  for  the  further  Amendment 
of  the  Criminal  Law,'  and  the  case  before  stated  is  the  case 
upon  which  such  opinion  is  required. 


tioe  Bixd  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobetrt  Comtioe  Bird 
reapectivelj  as  aforesaid  and  which  said  jury  upon  their  oaths  did  then  and 
there  say  that  they  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said 
wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Courtice  Bird  respectively  were  not  guilty  of  the  pre- 
mises in  the  said  last-mentioned  indictment  specified  and  charged  on  them 
respectively  as  aforesaid  as  they  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said 
Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gonrtice  Bird  by  their  pleas  to  the  said 
last-mentioned  indictment  respectively  alleged  whereupon  it  was  then  and 
there  considered  by  the  said  last-mentioned  Gonrt  that  the  said  Bobert 
Gonrtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice 
Bird  of  the  premises  aforesaid  in  the  said  last-mentioned  indictment  specified 
and  charged  on  them  respectively  aa  aforesaid  should  be  discharged  and  go 
acquitted  thereof  without  day  as  by  the  record  of  the  said  proceedings  now 
here  appears.  And  they  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah 
the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  further  say  that  they  the  said 
Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert 
Courtice  Bird  now  here  pleading  and  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the 
said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  in  the  indictment 
aforesaid  named  and  thereof  acquitted  as  aforesaid  are  respectively  the  same 
identical  persons  respectively  and  not  other  or  different  persons  respectively 
and  that  the  said  Mary  Ann  Parsons  in  the  said  last-mentioned  indictment 
named  is  the  same  identical  Mary  Ann  Parsons  as  is  named  in  the  indictment 
to  which  they  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife 
of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  are  now  here  pleading  and  that  the  said 
aasaults  so  included  in  the  said  felony  and  murder  so  charged  upon  them  the 
said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert 
Gourtice  Bird  in  the  said  indictment  in  this  plea  mentioned  in  this  behalf  and- 
therein  supposed  and  alleged  to  have  been  made  and  committed  by  them 
against  the  person  of  the  said  Mazy  Ann  Parsons  as  aforesaid  are  the  same 
identical  assaults  beatings  illtreatings  and  woundings  respectively  as  in  the 
said  indictment  to  which  they  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said 
Sarah  the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  are  now  here  pleading 
are  respectively  supposed  and  alleged  to  have  been  made  done  given  and  com- 
mitted respectively  by  them  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  and  the  said  Sarah 
the  said  wife  of  the  said  Bobert  Gourtice  Bird  respectively  and  not  other  or 
different.  Wherefore  they  pray  judgment  of  the  Gourt  here  whether  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen  will  or  ought  further  to  proseeute  impeach  or  charge  them  on 
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1851.  *^  I  did  not  pass  judgment  on  the  prisoners,  and  they  still 

bm.«.      remain  in  prison* 
^™-  (Signed)  «*  EussBLL  GhjEinsT." 

Slade,  for  the  prisoner  B.  C.  Bird  (a),  submitted  two 
propositions:  Ist,  That  the  true  issue  raised  upon  the 
pleadings  was  not  presented  to  the  jury,  but  a  totally  dif- 
ferent issue ;  and  if  the  true  one  had  been  presented,  that 
the  prisoners  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  verdict  2ndly, 
That  the  jury,  having  already  had  the  prisoners  in  charge 
upon  a  felony,  including  these  assaults,  they  could  not  now 
be  tried  a  second  time  for  the  same  assaults ;  and,  therefore, 
they  should  have  been  acquitted  upon  the  plea  of  autrefois 
acquit  The  prisoners  had  been  tried  at  the  March 
Assizes  for  Devon,  for  the  murder  of  Mary  Ann  Parsons, 
and  the  assaults  which  were  charged  to  have  occasioned  her 
death  were  stated  in  every  possible  way ;  and  the  counsel 
for  the  Grown  relied  upon  those  very  assaults  in  support  of 
the  charge.  Medical  evidence  showed  that  the  cause  of 
death  was  a  blow  upon  the  head,  which  was  not  proved 

{a)  Slade,  on  the  f onner  heazing,  stated  that  the  plea  was  not  so  infonnal 
as,  on  the  oaae,  it  appeared  to  he ;  that  he  had  applied  to  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  the  ease  to  amend,  but  that  learned  jndge  thought  it  was  xmneoes- 
sary.  He  had  also  i^lied  for  an  amendment  in  the  statement  of  the  assault 
by  strildng  out  the  words  "  and  it  was  also  proTed  that  some  time  before  the 
death,  bnt  the  precise  time  was  not  fixed,  the  deceased  had  been  flogged  with 
a  biroh  on  the  legs  and  thighs."  It  was  then  agreed  by  counsel,  with  the 
i^robation  of  the  Ck>urt,  that  those  words  should  be  struck  out,  and  the 
hearing  of  the  case  proceeded.  This  arrangement  did  not  appear  to  be 
approved  by  the  fourteen  judges ;  they,  howerer,  acted  upon  it. 

account  of  the  premises  in  the  said  indictment  to  which  they  are  now  hers 

pleading  contained  and  specified  and  whether  they  ought  further  to  answer 

thereunto  respeotiyely  and  that  they  may  be  dismissed  this  Court  without 

delay. 

BBPLIOATION. 

That  they  were  not  acquitted  of  felony  and  murder  including  the  same 

identical  assaults  beating  illtreating  and  wounding  as  in  the  indictment  to 

which  the  said  B.  0.  Bird  and  Sarah  his  wife  have  now  pleaded  moth  et 

JormA. 
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to  have  been  giyen  by  the  prisoners.  It  was  then  sag-  1851. 
gested  that  the  parties  might  be  oon^ioted  of  an  assault.  Bsa,v. 
Beg.  Y.  Crutnpton{a)  was  oited,  and  the  learned  judge 
who  tried  the  case  ruled  that  the  parties  could  not  be  so 
oouYioted.  The  parties  were  again  indicted  for  an  assault; 
they  pleaded  autrefois  acquit;  this  plea  was  traYersed 
by  the  replication.  The  counsel  for  the  prisoners  were 
put  to  the  proof  of  their  plea.  They  put  in  the  record 
of  the  former  acquittal,  and  they  proYed  the  identity  of 
the  assaults,  and  that  there  were  no  other  assaults  in 
question,  upon  the  trial  for  the  minor  offence,  than  those 
which  had  been  proyed  at  the  former  trial.  Upon  that 
state  of  facts  counsel  for  the  prisoners  contended  that  the 
prisoners  were  entitled  to  be  acquitted;  for  whether  those 
assaults  conduced  to  the  death  was  no  part  of  the 
issue  raised.  The  learned  judge,  howeyer,  who  presided  at 
the  trial  of  the  second  case,  in  summing  up,  directed  the 
jury  in  the  yery  words  to  be  found  in  Beg,  v.  Crumptan. 
Upon  this  direction  the  prisoners  had  no  chance,  because 
the  former  jury  had  already  found  that  those  blows  did  not 
conduce  to  the  death.  The  simple  issue  before  the  Court 
was,  whether  the  assaults  were  the  same  as  those  proYed 
upon  the  trial  for  the  murder.  A  murder  may  include 
diyers  assaults;  here  diYers  assaults  were  laid  as  conducing 
to  the  death,  and  the  prisoners  were  acquitted  of  the  mur- 
der,  including  fliose  identical  aasaulte.  Eyeiy  averment  in 
the  plea  was  proyed,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  should 
haye  operated  as  an  acquittal  of  the  prisoners.  But  the 
Court  raised  a  separate  and  distinct  issue — one  which  was 
not  upon  the  record.  If  the  issue  raised  upon  the  record 
had  been  left  to  the  jury,  they  must  haye  found  for  the 
prisoners.  If  the  Crown  had  wished  to  raise  the  question 
put  by  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury,  it  should  haye  been 

(a)  Gar.  &  M.  697. 
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1861.       put  upon  the  reoord.     [AlderMtiy  B. — ^The  only  qoesfion 

Bto.  r.       for  us  is,  Was  the  direction  right?    JerviSy  0.  J. — ^And 

^™''       that  raises  ooUaterallj  the  construction  of  the  statute. 

Lord  Campbellf  0.  J. — ^Tou   have   only  to   show  that 

the  prisoners  were  in  peril  before  for  this  offenoe.]    That 

is  the  second  proposition. 

Whether  the  prisoners  had  been  in  peril  before  will 
depend  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute  7  WilL  lY.  & 
1  Yict.  c.  85,  s.  11  (a) .  It  is  not  upon  every  felony  charged 
that  a  prisoner  can  be  convicted  of  an  assault  under  that 
statute.  The  Court  would  recollect  a  case  where  a  man 
was  indicted  for  entering  a  house  for  the  purpose  of 
committing  a  rape,  and  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  be 
convicted  of  an  assault  (b).  There  is  a  note  in  Buss,  on 
Grimes  (c)  which  had  not  met  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Judges,  and  Parke,  B.,  had  observed  that  if  it  was  to  be 
treated  as  law,  the  statute  might  be  considered  as  done 
away  with.  He  would  call  their  Lordships'  attention  to 
the  cases,  as  they  had  been  decided,  in  chronological  order. 
With  the  exception  of  Heg.  v.  Crumpton^  there  is  no  deci- 
sion to  support  the  view  of  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  this 
case.  The  statute  passed  ia  1837.  The  first  case  to  be 
met  with  was  Beg.  v.  Sllis  {d)  in  1838.  There  the  party 
was  indicted  for  a  highway  robbery  accompanied  by  vio- 
lence, and  the  jury  found  that  the  robbeiy  was  not 
committed  by  the  prisoner,  and  that  he  never  intended  to 
commit  any  felony;  but  the  assault  being  proved,  it  was 
decided,  by  Park,  J.,  and  Alderson,  B.,  that  the  case 

(a)  Enacts,  **  That  on  the  trial  of  any  person  for  any  of  the  offences 
thereiubef ore  mentioned,  or  for  any  felony  whaterer,  where  the  dime  chaiged 
shall  include  an  aauiult  against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jniy  to 
acquit  of  the  felony,  and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  assault  against  the  person 
indicted,  if  the  evidence  shall  warrant  such  finding,"  &c. 

(Jb)  Qy.  £eff.  V.  JFatktnt,  2  M.  G.  G.  217;  nor  where  indicted  for  adminis- 
tering poison  for  the  purpose  of  proouxing  abortion:  Betf.  v.  DUtMrth^  2  H. 
ft  Bob.  631. 

(r)  Vol.  I.  p.  782,  last  ed.  {d)  8  G.  ft.  P.  664. 
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was  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  1851. 
prisoner  was  properly  oonvioted  of  an  assault.  In  prin-  Bbo.  v. 
dple,  that  case  is  the  same  as  the  present ;  it  negatives  the 
oorreotness  of  the  ruling  of  the  learned  Judge  in  this  case. 
In  the  case  oited  by  Park,  J.,  in  Reg.  y.  ElliSy  the  party 
was  indicted  for  a  rape ;  the  rape  could  not  be  satisfactorily 
made  out,  but  the  party  was  convicted  of  an  assault. 
It  is  immaterial  what  is  the  offence  charged,  if,  for  the 
purpose  of  convicting  for  that  offence,  it  is  necessary  to 
prove  one  or  more  assaults ;  upon  such  proof  the  jury  may 
convict  of  assault  only.  The  statute  must  be  construed 
the  same  with  reference  to  all  felonies,  including  an  assault, 
whatever  their  character.  The  next  case  was  Reg.  v. 
GhitUridge  {a) ;  in  that  case,  Parke,  B.,  said,  "  On  an 
indictment  for  felony  you  ought  not,  under  the  statute,  to 
convict  of  a  completely  independent  and  distinct  assault.'' 
He  was  not  attempting  to  argue  that  a  person  might  be 
convicted  of  an  assault  imconnected  with  the  offence 
charged.  In  Reg.  v.  St.  George  (6),  Parke,  B.,  said  that 
a  prisoner  could  only  be  found  guilty  under  this  Act  of 
Parliament  of  an  assault  involved  in,  and  connected  with, 
the  offence  charged.  He  contended  for  nothing  more.  In 
Reg.  V.  Brimilow  (c),  a  boy  under  fourteen  years  of  age 
was  indicted  for  a  rape,  and  it  was  held  that  he  might  be 
acquitted  of  the  felony  and  convicted  of  an  assault  under 
the  statute.  In  Reg.  v.  Pool  (ef ),  Ghimey,  B.,  ruled  that 
a  person  indicted  for  manslaughter  might  be  convicted  of 
an  assault,  under  the  statute.  If  the  ruling  la  that  case 
can  be  supported,  it  puts  an  end  to  the  present  case. 
[JVrrw,  C.  J. — There  the  death  could  not  be  traced  to  a 
felonious  act.]  So  here  the  blow  may  have  been  the  result 
of  an  accident.  [Coleridge^  J. — It  is  stated  to  have  been 
the  result  of  a  blow  inflicted.]    That  would  not  appear  to 

(a)  9  Car.  &  p.  471.  W  9  Oar.  ft  P.  483. 

ie)  2  Moo.  G.  G.  122.  (4)  9  Gar.  ft  P.  728. 
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1851.  be  material  after  the  other  oases  he  was  about  to  cite.  In 
^isa.v.  ^ff*  '^'  Oauld  (a),  it  is  said,  "  If  a  party  charged  with  the 
orime  of  murder^  committed  in  the  perpetration  of  a 
bxirglaiyy  be  generally  aoqtdtted  on  that  indiotment^  he 
cannot  afterwards  be  convicted  of  the  burglary  with 
violencei  as  the  general  acquittal  on  the  charge  of  murder 
would  be  an  answer  to  that  part  of  the  indictment  contain- 
ing the  allegation  of  violence."  There  the  prisoner  had 
been  tried  and  acquitted  on  a  charge  of  murder  committed 
in  the  prosecution  of  a  burglary ;  and  upon  being  subse- 
quently indicted  for  the  burglary,  Parke,  B.,  in  summing* 
up,  said  that  "if  the  prisoner  had  been  indicted  for 
burglary  with  tnolence^  as  he  might  have  been  convicted  of 
manslaughter,  or  even  of  assaultj  on  the  indictment  for 
murder,  on  which  he  had  been  acquitted  altogether,  in  his 
opinion  that  acquittal  would  have  been  an  answer  to  the 
allegation  of  violence^  if  it  had  been  inserted  in  the  indict- 
ment." The  next  case  was  Reg.  v.  WPhane  {b) ;  there  the 
prisoner  was  indicted,  with  others,  for  cutting  and  wound- 
ing with  intent,  and  Tindal,  G.  J.,  told  the  jury  that  if  they 
were  not  satisfied  that  the  prisoners  did  wound  with  intent 
to  maim  and  disable  the  prosecutor,  or  to  do  him  some 
grievous  bodily  harm,  but  stiU  were  of  opinion  that  they 
struck  the  prosecutor  in  the  way  described  by  the  evidence, 
they  were  at  Hberty  to  find  then)  guilty  of  an  assault  only. 
The  next  case  was  Reg.  v.  Phelps  {c)^  a  charge  of  murder : 
there  the  prisoner  struck  the  deceased  several  times,  and 
then  went  away ;  the  deceased  was  afterwards  killed  by  the 
violence  of  others ;  and  Coltman,  J.,  in  summing  up,  told 
the  jury  that  they  might  convict  the  prisoner  of  an  assault. 
Suppose  the  case  of  a  man  assaulted  and  thrown  overboard ; 
an  indictment  for  murder,  and  the  man  thrown  overboard 
appears :  it  is  dear  that  the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of 

(a)  9  Car.  &  F.  364.  {b)  Gar.  &  M.  212. 

(0  Car.  &  M.  180. 
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an  assault  {a) :  and  if  upon  a  oharge  of  murder,  where  the      1851. 
man  is  not  murdered,  a  party  may  be  found  guilty  of  an      B^.r. 
assault,  BO  may  he  be  found  guilty  of  an  assault  when  upon 
a  like  oharge  he  is,  from  any  other  oause,  aoquitted  of  the 
murder.    He  now  came  to  Beg.  v.  Cnmpton  (5),  whioh 
oreated  all  the  difficulty  in  this  case.    That  was  the  only 
oase  cited  at  the  trial.    There  the  doctrine  is  laid  down, 
that  if  the  assault  is  unconnected  with  the  death,  you 
cannot  upon  an  indictment  for  murder  conyict  of  an  assault. 
Patteson,  J.,  there  said,  '*  I  think  that  in  order  to  conyict 
a  person  of  an  assault,  under  the  11th  sect,  of  the  statute 
1  Yict.  c.  85,  it  must  be  an  assault  which  is  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  charge,  and  embodied  in  the  charge,  and 
which  would  itself  be  the  felony  but  for  some  other  cause. 
If  it  were  otherwise,  it  would  be  easy  in  a  case  of  man- 
slaughter to  conyiot  a  person  of  an  assault  which  had  really 
nothing  to  do  with  the  case,  by  merdy  stating  it  in  the 
indictment  as  a  part  of  the  cause  of  the  death.    I  think 
that  no  assault  is  included  in  a  charge  of  manslaughter 
whioh  does  not  conduce  (c)  to  the  death  of  the  deceased, 
although  the  death  itself  be  not  manslaughter.    Here  the 
surgeon  disconnects  this  assault  from  the  death,  and  I  think 
therefore  that  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  be  acquitted  alto- 
gether.''   If  this  was  to  be  considered  as  law,  it  would  follow 
that  in  a  case  of  manslaughter  you  neyer  could  conyict  of 
an  assault,  unless  you  could  also  conyict  of  the  principal 
offence ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  statute  in  all  such  cases 
would  be  useless.     In  Beg.  y.  Iblkea  {d),  which  was  an 


(a)  See  JRe^f*  ▼•  Scpkins^  8  Car.  ft  P.  591 ;  JRe^f,  ▼.  Hindmarth,  2  Leaoliy 
0.  C.  669. 

(b)  Cor.  A  M.  697. 

(c)  Pollock,  G.  B.y  at  the  liyerpool  Assizes,  (aboat  1846,)  laid  down  that 
a  blow  giyen  to  a  diseased  person  which  accelerates  death  is  as  much  man- 
slaughter as  if  it  was  the  immediate  cause.  In  snpport,  see  £$ff.  t.  JPlum' 
mer,  8  Jnr.  921. 

(d)  2  Moo.  ft  B.  460. 
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1851.       indiotment  for  oamallj  knowing  and  abasing  a  girl  under 
g^^       ten  years  of  age,  the  jury  acquitted  the  prisoner  of  the 
BiBD.        felony,  and  found  him  guilty  of  an  assault.    It  was  sug- 
gested, that  some  of  the  learned  judges  doubted  whether 
the  prisoner  oould  be  so  oonvicted;  but  Eolfe,  B.,  who  tiied- 
the  case,  expressed  himself  to  be  dearly  of  opinion,  that 
the  oonviotion  was  proper.     l^Alderson^  B. — There  is  this 
difficulty;  that  is,  a  charge  of  carnally  knowing:  itmayhaye 
been  with  consent,  and  therefore  does  not  necessarily  in- 
clude an  assault.]    In  Beg.  v.  Archer  (a),  which  was  a  case 
before  the  fifteen  judges,  it  was  held,  that  although  the 
party  was  acquitted  of  the  murder  he  might  be  convicted 
of  an  assault.    That  case  showed  that  it  was  not  necessary 
that  the  assault  of  which  the  party  is  convicted  should  con- 
duce to  the  death.    He  submitted,  that  all  these  cases 
which   were    charges  of   felony,   including    an   assault, 
might  be  construed  in  the  same  way  if  they  had  been 
charges  of  murder.    Beg.  v.  Boden  {b)  was  an  indictment 
for  an  assault,  with  intent  to  rob.    There  that  which  was 
charged  as  an  intent  to  rob,  was  rather  an  act  done  in  pur- 
suance of  a  right  to  that  which  the  prisoner  sought  to 
deprive  the  prosecutor  of :  but  Parke,  B.,  said,   '^  There 
remains  the  assault ; ''  and  his  Lordship  stated  that  there 
was  much  difficulty  in  putting  a  proper  construction  upon 
this  statute:   but  in  passing  sentence  his  Lordship  said 
*^  There  appear  to  be  two   constructions  of  the  statute, 
either  of  which  will  authorize  a  conviction  for   an  assault 
in  this  case.    The  first  is,  that  the  statute  warrants  a  con- 
viction for  an  assault  in  every  case,  where  the  felony  charged 
includes  an  assault.    It  may  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  do  away  with  the  distinction  that  formerly 
prevailed ; — that  on  an  indictment  for  a  felony  the  prisoner 
oould  not  be  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor  included  in  such 

(a)  2  Moo.  C.  C.  283.  ip)  1  Car.  &  K,  396. 
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felonj  (a)y  although  in  the  oase  of  complicated  felonies,  as  1851. 
murder  and  burglaryy  he  might  be  convicted  of  a  lesser  Bxa,v. 
felonj  included  in  such  charges.  One  ground  of  the  former 
distinction  was,  that  in  felony  the  prisoner  was  not  entitled 
to  make  his  full  defence  by  counsel,  and  therefore,  if  he 
was  conyicted  of  a  misdemeanor  on  an  indictment  for 
felony,  he  would  have  been  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his 
counsel's  address  to  the  jury;  but,  since  the  Prisoner's 
Counsel  Act, this  distinction  is  done  away  with;  and  it  may 
therefore  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
permit  a  conviction  for  an  assault  in  the  case  of  any  felony 
including  an  assault.  The  second  construction  is,  that  the 
statute  authorizes  a  conviction  of  that  assault  which  is 
offered  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  in  support 
of  the  felony  charged.  Therefore,  quacunque  t^,  the 
prisoner  in  this  case  may  be  convicted  of  an  assault."  His 
Lordship  then  referred  to  the  note  spoken  of  in  Euss.  on 
Crimes,  and  said,  ^'Another  view  of  the  statute  has  been 
suggested  in  a  very  learned  note  to  a  recent  edition  of 
Mr.  Serjeant  Bussell's  work  on  the  Criminal  Law ;  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  that  view  of  the  statute  would  exclude  a 
large  nxmiber  of  cases,  such  as  cutting  with  intent  to  do 
grievous  bodily  harm ;  and  there  are  so  many  instances  in 
which  it  has  been  held  that  the  statute  applies  to  such 
cases,  that  I  think  it  cannot  be  so  limited."  Reg.  v. 
Letcia  (i)  also  is  a  case  directly  in  point ;  that  was  an  in- 
dictment for  manslaughter;  thereitwas  negatived  that  death 
was  caused  by  the  assault  proved,  and  Coleridge,  J.,  told  the 
jury,  that  '*  Whenever  a  charge  of  felony  includes  an  assault 
and  the  jury  think  that  the  felony  is  not  made  out,  the 
party  may  be  convicted  of  an  assault."  Substitute  the  words 
^*  manslaughter  "  for  ^^  murder  "and  the  cases  were  the  same. 
[Coleridge^  J. — That  case  is  too  large.]    Reg.  v.  Birch  (c), 

(a)  See,  howerer,  Bex  y.  SeoJUld,  Oald.  397.  (b)  1  Gar.  ft  K.  419. 

(0  2  Cat.  ft  K.  193;  S.  a,  I  Den.  C.  C.  186;  2  Ck>x,  C.  C.  22. 
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1851.       for  the  pxupose  of  this  argument,  was  preoisely  in  point. 

Bxa.v.  That  was  an  indictment  for  robbery;  there  was  no  evidenoe 
™^*  of  any  robbery  and  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  guiliy  of 
an  assault ;  and  the  Judges,  after  oonsidering  all  the  autho- 
rities, were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  was 
properly  oonvioted.  They  thought  that  the  statute  was 
not  to  be  confined  to  cases  where  the  prisoner  committed  an 
assault  in  the  prosecution  of  an  attempt  to  commit  a  felony ; 
nor  was  it  to  be  extended  to  all  cases  in  which  the  indict- 
ment for  a  felony,  on  the  face  of  it,  charged  an  assault. 
But  they  were  of  opinion,  that  in  order  to  convict  of  an 
assault  under  this  section,  the  assault  must  be  included  in 
the  charge  on  the  face  of  the  indictment ;  and  also  be  part 
of  the  yery  act  or  transaction  which  the  Grown  prosecutes 
as  a  felony  by  the  indictment.  That  was  a  much  stronger 
case  than  the  present,  or  any  other  case  in  the  books  to 
which  he  could  call  attention ;  there  no  felony  was  proved ; 
it  was  only  surmised.  It  had  been  the  ruling  case  ever 
since.  In  Heg.  y.  King  {a)  the  prisoner  was  indicted 
for  manslaughter:  it  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the 
assault  proved  had  no  connection  with  the  death;  that 
it  did  not  accelerate  the  death;  that  the  deceased  died 
from  natural  causes.  And  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  giving 
judgment,  said, "  The  question  is,  does  the  charge  made  in- 
clude an  assault  P  "  It  does,  in  this  instance,  include  the 
assault  proved,  because  it  was  to  this,  and  to  this  alone, 
that  the  evidence  was  directed.  It  seems  now  to  be  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges,  tUat  if  the  facte  adduced  band  fide 
to  prove  the  felony  fail  in  so  doing,  but  yet  establish 
that  an  assault  has  been  committed,  the  case  is  within 
the  statute."  If  you  may  convict  the  party  of  an  assault 
when  the  death  arises  from  natural  causes,  d  fortiori  may 
you  so  convict  when  the  death  is  the  result  of  violence. 

(a)  2  Ck>x,  0.  0.  85. 
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Beg.  v.  Auty  (a)  is  also  in  point;  there  the  parties  had  1851. 
been  fightings  but  the  evidenoe  of  the  surgeon  established  Bwi.if. 
that  the  death  was  not  ooeasioned  bj  the  blows  reoeived, 
but  was  the  effect  of  beer  and  spirits  whioh  had  been 
administered  to  the  deceased ;  and  Piatt,  B.,  after  consult* 
ing  with  Williams^  J.,  left  the  question  of  assault  to  the 
jury.  The  next  case  was  Beg.  v.  Connor  (i) :  there  the 
prisoner  was  indicted  for  manslaughter,  and  it  was  proved 
that  he  had  kicked  the  deceased  sixteen  or  seventeen  days 
before  she  died ;  but  it  was  also  proved  that  the  cause  of 
death  was  diseased  lungs,  and  that  her  death  had  not 
been  accelerated  by  violence :  and  Mr.  Serjeant  Murphy, 
who  tried  the  cause,  after  consulting  with  Pollock,  G.  B., 
directed  the  jury  to  acquit  the  prisoner  altogether,  as  he 
"was  of  opinion  they  could  not  convict  him  of  an  assault 
under  the  statute,  and  that  the  evidence  went  to  show  that 
the  lapse  of  time  was  suffident  to  disprove  any  connection 
between  the  assault  and  the  death.  Beg.  v.  Oisson  (c)  was 
an  indictment  for  rape:  there  Pollock,  C.  B.,  stopped 
the  case  for  rape,  intimating  that  the  charge  of  felony 
could  not  be  sustained,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence which  should  have  been  produced,  the  prosecution 
was  premature,  and  the  prisoners  ought  not  then  to  have 
been  on  their  trial  for  the  misdemeanor  any  more  than  for 
the  felony.  It  was  then  submitted  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution  whether  the  prisoners  could  be  again  tried  for 
the  assault,  when  his  Lordship  said,  "  I  have  no  doubt  at  all 
they  may  be  so  tried.  If  there  be  an  acquittal  here,  and 
then  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  to  the  subsequent  indict* 
ment  for  the  misdemeanor,  that  plea  could  not  be  sup- 
ported by  the  production  of  the  present  record."  That 
case  was  in  &vour  of  the  prosecution.    He  then  referred  to 

(a)  2  Cox,  C.  0.  202.  ip)  2  Car.  &  C  618. 

(0  2  Car.  &  E.  781. 
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1861.  Beg.  v.  Bamett  (a)  and  Beg.  v.  Walker  (b).  These 
Beo.v.  oonstituted  the  whole  of  tHe  cases  of  recognized  authoritj 
™**  to  be  met  with,  bearing  either  way  upon  the  question. 
There  was  also  a  case  in  the  short-hand  writer's  reports  of 
the  proceedings  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  Beg.  y. 
Book  (c).  That  was  an  indictment  for  murder :  the  cause 
of  death  was  proved  to  be  inflammation  of  the  lungs,  and 
Flatt,  B.,  decided  that  the  jury  could  not  convict  of  an 
assault  unless  it  was  connected  with  the  death ;  but  he  was 
of  opinion  the  assault  was  included  in  the  charge,  and  the 
person  was  convicted  of  an  assault.  These  were  all  the 
authorities.  It  had  been  said,  Of  what  assault  could  they 
have  been  convicted  P  The  jury  had  them  in  charge  for  all 
the  assaults.  They  were  in  peril  in  respect  of  them  alL 
The  legislature  did  not  impose  this  difficulty  upon  the  jury, 
for  the  statute  is,  ''may  be  found  guilty  of  assault, "  not, 
of  an  assault.  It  includes  therefore  several  assaults.  If 
they  had  been  convicted  of  all  the  assaults,  the  Court 
might  have  passed  sentence  upon  each  of  them :  if  they 
did  not,  it  must  be  concluded  that  one  sentence  was 
intended  to  embrace  the  pimishment  for  the  whole. 
Here  the  parties  stood  in  peril  of  being  found  guilty  of 
assault ;  the  assault  need  not  to  be  in  prosecution  of  the 
felony  charged ;  it  is  sufficient  that  it  forms  part  of  the 
transaction  charged  as  a  felony.  Suppose  it  had  been 
stated  that  the  death  had  been  occasioned  by  one  assault 


(d)  2  Cor.  &  K.  694;  marginal  note — ''A.,  B.  and  0.  were  indicted  for 
liaying  robbed  and  beaten  D.  A.  knocked  D.  down,  and  it  waa  imputed  that 
B.  and  C.  stole  his  property  from  his  pockets ;  Seld^  that  if  B.  and  C.  stole 
the  property  and  A.  did  not  participate  in  the  robbery,  A.  could  not  be  oom- 
▼icted  of  an  assault,  as  the  assault  committed  by  him  was  an  independent 
assault  unconnected  with  the  robbery ;  but  that  if  the  juiy  tiiought  that  D. 
was  not  robbed  by  any  of  the  prisoners,  but  had  been  assaulted  by  all  of  them, 
they  might  find  all  guilty  of  the  assault."    Fer  Cresswell,  J. 

(»)  2  Moo.  A  B.  446. 

{e)  Aug.  23, 1860,  p.  602 ;  since  reported  in  4  Coz,  C.  0.  400. 
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instead  of  divers  assaults,  and  the  xnedioal  evidence  had  put       1851. 
them  out  of  Court,  could  not  the  prisoners  have  been      e^^Tv! 
convicted  on  that  one  assault?    He  therefore  submitted        ^™*" 
that  the  prisoners  were  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  firsts  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  secondly, 
on  the  ground  that  the  prisoners  had  already  been  in  peril, 
and  were  not  liable  to  be  put  in  peril  again. 

Cox  (a)  (for  Sarah  Bird)  contended  that  she  was 
entitled  to  this  plea.  He  did  not  know  whether  it  was 
intended  to  be  said  that  a  prisoner  could  not  plead  an 
acquittal  to  a  felony  on  a  charge  of  misdemeanour.  Before 
the  statute,  the  plea  could  not  have  been  maintained ;  but 
the  statute  had  altered  this;  not  by  making  the  mis- 
demeanour a  felony,  but  it  had  empowered  the  jury  to  find 
the  party  upon  an  indictment  for  felony  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanour. The  prisoners  were  entitled  to  this  plea,  as  if 
before  the  statute  they  had  been  acquitted  of  the  murder 
or  manslaughter,  and  afterwards  tried  and  acquitted  for  the 
misdemeanour.  The  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  points  out  to 
the  jury  that  the  party  has  been  in  peril  before  from  an 
inquiry  into  the  same  facts,  upon  which  inquiry  he  was 
acquitted.  The  test  whether  sudi  a  plea  is  a  bar,  as  laid 
down  in  Arch.  C.  P.  (b)  is,  whether  the  evidence  necessaiy 
to  support  the  second  indictment  would  have  been  sufficient 
to  procure  a  legal  conviction  upon  the  first.  This  however 
must  be  taken  with  some  qtialification.  He  then  referred 
to  Bex  V.  Vandercomb  (c).  Rex  v.  Sheen  {d).  The  ques- 
tion was  whether  the  prisoners  were  so  put  in  peril  that 
by  any  evidence  which  might  have  been  adduced,  they 
might  have  been  convicted  upon  the  first  trial.    It  was  a 

(a)  Aldenon,  B.,  obsexred  that  the  parties  having  pleaded  the  lame  plea, 
the  Court  could  not  hear  two  counael  on  the  same  side ;  bat  Mr.  Cox  observ- 
ing that  certain  points  had  been  reserved  for  him  to  argue,  the  Court  heard 
him. 

{b)  P.  88, 9th  ed.  "Autrefois  acquit."     (r)  2  Leach,  716 ;  2 East,  P.  C.  652. 

{d)  2  Car.  &  P.  634. 

VOL.  I.  II 
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1851.  question  which  the  jury  alone  could  decide.  If  a  oontraay 
B^,  V,  opinion  could  have  been  obtained  from  any  other  surgeon, 
the  prisoners  might  have  been  convicted  upon  that  indict- 
ment. It  does  not  follow  that  the  assaults  did  not  conduce 
to  the  death  from  the  fact  that  it  could  not  be  proved  that 
they  did.  The  jury  find  the  parties  not  guilty  of  the  crime 
charged,  and  the  Court  ought  not  to  sit  in  judgment  upon 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  say  that  the  finding  was  by 
reason  of  some  defect  in  the  evidence.  It  is  sufficient  that 
the  parties  are  found  ''  Not  Ghiilty."  In  this  case  there  is 
no  evidence  to  show  that  the  verdict  was  not  the  result  of 
a  total  disbelief  of  the  witnesses  by  the  jury. 

Another  question  was,  whether  the  parties  had  been 
legally  convicted  of  the  assault  upon  this  indictment.  Sup- 
pose the  jury  upon  the  former  trial  to  have  rejected  the 
summing  up  of  the  learned  Judge  and  to  have  found  the 
prisoner  guilty  of  an  assault,  would  not  that  have  been  a 
legal  finding?  It  would  have  been  a  conviction  which 
could  only  have  been  got  rid  of  by  the  Queen^s  pardon  {a). 
The  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  extended  to  all  the  Acts  which 
were  or  might  have  been  given  in  support  of  the  charge  ((). 
Botoe  (c),  with  him  Karsldke^  for  the  Crown,  agreed 
that  if  the  prisoners  could  have  been  legally  convicted 
of  these  assaults  upon  the  first  trial  they  could  not  have 
been  put  upon  their  trial  a  second  time:  but,  he  con- 
tended that  they  could  not  legally  have  been  so  convicted. 


{fC)  PoUook,  0.  B.,  npon  the  former  hearing  suggested  that  in  snch  a  case 
there  might  be  a  writ  of  error  granted  upon  an  application  to  the  Attorney- 
General,  who  would  confess,  and  bo  end  the  matter. 

{b)  The  arguments  on  behalf  of  the  prisoners  upon  the  first  hearing  were 
the  same  in  substance  as  upon  the  second,  reported  above. 

(0)  The  Solidtor-G^eral  was  not  present  at  the  hearing  before  the  fourteen 
Judges ;  we  have  howeyer  thought  it  advisable  to  giye  his  argument  upon  the 
former  hearing. 

Solicitor- General  {Coekbum)  (on  Friday,  22nd  November,  1850).— There 
was,  no  doubt,  a  considerable  conflict  of  opinion  upon  the  construction  of 
this  statute ;  it  was  therefore  necessary  to  advert  to  first  principles.    He 
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and  therefore  they  had  not  before  been  in  peril.    He  did       1851. 
not  mean  to  contend  that  parties  acquitted  of  a  felony      jcisa.v. 
ootdd  not  plead  autrefois  acquit  on  a  charge  of  misde-        ^™^' 
meanour.  The  first  question  was,  what  was  the  constraction 
to  be  put  upon  the  Act  of  Parliament.    Upon  the  facts  all 
were  agreed.    The  statement  made  by  the  opening  Counsel 
cannot  be  the  test,  for  in  some  cases  there  is  no  opening  by 
counsel.    What  was  material,  was  to  ascertain  of  what  the 
parties  had  been  previously  acquitted.     [Lord  Campbellj 
C.  J. — They  were  acquitted  of  all  that  they  might  have  been 
convicted  of,  and  therefore  the  question  resolves  itself  into, 
what  might  they  have  been  convicted  of?]    He  referred  to 
the  statute;  what  was  the  meaning  of  the  words  ''the 
crime  charged?"    It  was  said  that  it  must  mean  the  crime 


would  begin  with  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Hex  v.  Vandereofnb,  2  Leach,  G.  C. 
720 ;  2  East,  P.  G.  522.  It  is  there  laid  down  as  the  tme  critei^on  upon  a 
plea  of  autrefois  acquit  that,  unless  the  facts  charged  upon  the  second  indict- 
ment would  have  warranted  a  conyiction  of  the  party  accused  upon  the  first 
indictment,  the  acquittal  upon  the  first  iadictment  is  no  bar.  That  was  the 
true  principle,  and  was  confirmed  in  JSex  v.  Sirehencuph,  By.  &  M.  477 ; 
1  Buss,  on  Crimes,  836.  The  question  was  whether  these  prisoners  could 
hare  been  oonyicted  upon  the  oTidence,  of  the  crime  charged  upon  the  first 
indictment.  There  could  not  be  the  slightest  doubt  that  they  could  not  have 
been.  He  might  yenture  to  assert  that  as  a  proposition  which  no  person 
could  dispute.  To  conyict  either  prisoner  was  impossible.  Although  there 
was  eyidence  to  show  that  the  prisoners  had  inflicted  the  beatings  which  the 
surgeon  disconnected  with  the  cause  of  death,  there  was  no  eyidence  to  show 
who  committed  the  last  and  serious  offence,  the  blow  upon  the  head ;  there 
was  no  eyidence  to  show  how  or  by  whom  that  blow  had  been  inflicted.  The 
more  important  question,  howeyer,  was  whether  the  parties  under  the  circum- 
stances could,  upon  the  first  indictment,  haye  been  conyicted  of  an  assault. 
That  proposition  was  met  by  Meg.  y.  CrumptoHy  Car.  &  M.  597 ;  and  he  had 
to  contend  that  the  learned  Judge  in  that  case  was  perf  ectiy  right  in  principle, 
and  was  supported  by  other  authorities.  If  upon  the  first  trial  the  question 
of  assault  had  been  left  to  the  jury  it  would  haye  been  but  fair  to  the  pri- 
soners that  this  point  should  haye  been  roseryed.  The  attention  of  the  Court 
had  been  called  to  a  great  yariety  of  authorities ;  he  would  not  go  at  great 
length  into  those  cases,  but  would  apply  himself  to  the  principle  of  them. 
The  whole  question  turned  upon  the  statute  7  Will.  lY.  &  I  Vict.  c.  85, 
8.  11.  Before  the  statute  it  frequentiy  occurred  that  persons  charged  with  a 
felony,  and  who  were  proyed  to  haye  been  guilty  of  serious  assaults,  were  ac- 

ii2 
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1851.  charged  upon  the  face  of  the  indictment.  He  thought  that 
Beo.  v.  ^^  not  the  criterion,  as  much  latitude  was  frequently 
^^'  taken  in  drawing  indictments.  It  appeared  that  those  who 
framed  the  statute  contemplated  a  series  of  charges  which 
in  themselves  necessarily  inyolved  an  assault.  A  question 
might  arise  whether  the  judge  should  consider  it  his  duty 
in  all  cases  to  direct  the  jury  as  to  the  question  of  assault. 
In  Reg.  v.  Birch  (a),  it  might  be  that  the  assault  was 
set  out  upon  the  face  of  the  indictment.  It  was,  however, 
clear,  that  in  a  case  of  rape  the  party  might  be  convicted 
of  an  assault,  although  an  assault  be  not  charged.  [Lord 
Campbelly  C.  J. — ^A  man  cannot  commit  a  rape  without  an 
assault.]    In  Beg.  v.  Dilworth  (i),  which  was  a  case  of  poi- 

(a)  1  Ben.  G.  G.  186.  {b)  2  Moo.  &  B.  531. 


quitted  altogether,  the  consequence  being  a  total  failure  of  justice.  The 
object  of  the  statute  was  that  where  persons  charged  with  a  felony  should 
be  acquitted  by  reason  of  insufficient  evidence  to  prove  the  intent,  they 
might  be  convicted  of  the  assault  only.  Some  of  the  cases  have  gone  to 
this  extent — that  where  a  felony  has  been  charged  and  a  misdemeanour 
proved,  although  the  acts  were  altogether  unconnected  with  the  offence 
charged,  the  party  might  be  convicted  of  the  misdemeanour.  The  case 
of  Reg.  V.  Poo/,  9  G.  &  P.  728,  which  was  much  relied  on,  is  not  borne 
out  by  the  subsequent  cases,  but  is  in  fact  overruled  by  them.  In  order 
that  a  conviction  for  an  assault  should  take  place  under  the  statute,  the 
assault  must  be  connected  vdth  the  felony  charged.  With  one  or  two  excep- 
tions the  Gourt  would  find  that  in  every  case  the  assaults  upon  which  the 
parties  were  convicted  under  the  statute  were  connected  with  the  felony 
charged ;  and  those  one  or  two  cases  he  would  cad  upon  the  Gourt  to  review. 
With  respect  to  Reg,  v.  Ellis,  8  G.  &  P.  654,  cited  in  1  Buss,  on  Grimes,  780, 
there  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  party  committed  the  robbery,  but  he  was 
seen  to  take  a  part  in  inflicting  an  assault,  and  if  a  robbery  was  committed 
the  assault  was  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  transaction.  But  it  would  be 
found  that  the  doctrine  upon  which  that  case  proceeded  was  not  upheld. 
The  next  case  was  Reg,  v.  Gould,  9  G.  &  P.  364.  The  observations  relied 
upon  in  that  case  were  very  much  like  an  obiter  dictum  and  were  not  to  be 
taken  as  a  direct  authority  in  favour  of  the  prisoners ;  but  there  it  would  have 
been  the  same  identical  acts  constituting  the  felonies  in  the  one  case  and  in 
the  other.  That  case  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  deliberate  opinion  of  aU 
the  Judges  in  Rex  v.  Vandereomb,  2  Leach,  G.  G.  716;  2  East,  P.  G.  552.  A 
person  is  not  to  be  convicted  of  the  minor  offence  under  the  statute,  and  so 
to  escape  being  subsequently  indicted  and  convicted  for  an  offence  of  a  higher 


nature.  A  person  is  charged  with  murder,  and  the  eridenoe  to  support  that 
charge  fails ;  but  it  is  proved  that  he  committed  a  burglary  with  violence :  is 
he  to  be  convicted  of  a  common  assault,  so  that  he  cannot  subsequently  be 
convicted  of  the  burglary  with  violence?  Bex  v.  Archer,  2  Moo.  C.  G.  283, 
did  not  appear  to  him  to  touch  this  case.  In  Seff.  v.  Guiteridge,  9  C.  &  P. 
471,  the  learned  Judge  laid  it  down  distinctly  that  unless  the  assault  is  con- 
nected with  the  charge  the  party  cannot  be  convicted.  In  Beg.  v.  St.  George, 
9  C.  &  P.  483,  the  main  charge  was  an  attempt  to  fire  a  pistol,  and  the  ques- 
tion arose  whether  the  prisoner  could  be  convicted  of  an  assault  committed 
before  drawing  the  pistol ;  and  there  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  could  only 
be  found  guilty  under  the  statute  of  an  assault  which  was  involved  in  and 
connected  with  the  presentation  of  the  pistol.  The  next  case  (JReg,  v.  Phelps, 
2  Moo.  G.  G.  240)  was  a  more  important  one,  as  having  been  decided  by  the 
fifteen  Judges.  It  is  there  said  the  Judges  were  unanimous.  The  prisoner 
was  indicted,  with  others,  for  murder :  the  prisoner  struck  the  deceased  and 
went  away :  the  deceased  was  then  assaulted  by  others,-  and  it  was  held  that 
Phelps  could  not  be  convicted  of  an  assault.  That  case  was  stronger  than  the 
present,  as  the  assaults  there  were  one  continuous  transaction,  whereas  the 
blows  inflicted  by  the  prisoners  in  this  case  were  inflicted  months  before. 
That  case  was  a  direct  authority  in  his  favour,  and  being  a  decision  of  all 
the  Judges  must  be  considered  as  overruling  all  the  other  cases  stated.  He 
then  came  to  Jteg.  v.  Crumpton,  G.  &  M.  597,  a  case  immediately  in  point. 
There  Patteson,  J.,  said,  "  It  must  be  an  assault  which  is  the  subject-matter 
of  the  charge  and  embodied  in  the  charge,  and  which  would  itself  be  the 
felony  but  for  some  other  cause.  If  it  were  otherwise  it  would  be  easy  in  a 
case  of  manslaughter  to  convict  a  person  of  an  assault  which  had  really 
nothing  to  do  with  the  case,  by  merely  stating  it  in  the  indictment  as  a  part 
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Boning,  a  question  arose  whether  it  was  within  the  statute,  1851. 
and  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  nm.v, 
an  assault.  In  Bex  y.  Watkina  (a),  the  prisoner  was  in- 
dicted for  burglaiy,  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape  upon  A., 
and  with  beating  A.  The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  an 
assault,  and  the  Judges  held  the  conviction  wrong.  [Alder* 
san^  B. — If  a  party  is  charged  with  an  act  of  omission,  and 
it  is  laid  as  an  assault,  could  he  be  convicted  of  striking  P 
Maukj  J. — Here  it  is  necessary  to  say  that  he  made  an  as- 
sault, because  a  blow  involves  an  assault.]  He  appre- 
hended it  was  immaterial  whether  the  word  assault  was 

(a)  2  Moo.  C.  C.  217.  "The  assault  in  this  case  is  not  included  in  the 
Clime  charged  of  burglary,  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape.  The  assault  of 
beating  and  wounding  is  only  additional.*' 
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1851.  inserfied  in  the  indiotment.  Whether  the  crime  charged 
^(;Ba.v.  includes  an  assault  does  not  depend  upon  the  words  of  the 
indictment,  and  if  an  assault  is  proyed,  then  it  becomes 
necessary  to  see  whether  that  assault  was  an  essential  part 
of  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  crime  charged.  The  broad 
distinction,  running  through  all  the  cases  which  had  been 
brought  before  the  Court,  had  not  been  adverted  to ;  and 
much  of  the  fallacy  of  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  pri- 
soners had  arisen  from  not  regarding  that  distinction. 
What  was  to  be  considered  was,  whether  an  unconnected 
charge  could  be  made  the  subject  of  a  finding  of  an  assault. 
[Lord  Campbell^  0.  J. — ^What  is  the  definition  of  an  un- 
connected charge  P]    He  would  refer  to  the  definition  of 


of  ihe  oause  of  the  death.  I  think  that  no  assault  is  included  in  a  chazge  of 
manslaughter  which  does  not  conduce  to  the  death  of  the  deceased,  although 
the  death  itself  be  not  manslaughtei.*'  One  would  have  supposed  that  Sey. 
T.  Phelps  and  Reg,  v.  Crtmpton  might  be  regarded  as  settling  the  question, 
but  he  was  bound  to  admit  that  subsequent  cases  seemed  to  go  the  o&er  way. 
£eff,  Y,  JBodefty  I  C.  &  E.  395,  is  scarcely  a  case  to  be  referred  to  as  an  autho- 
rity for  the  prisoners,  because  had  it  been  a  case  in  which  the  prisoner  would 
haye  undergone  a  lengthened  imprisonment  the  point  of  law  would  in  all  pro- 
bability have  been  reserved:  it  was  not  reserved;  not,  perhaps,  because  his 
Lordship  was  altogether  satisfied  that  the  party  might  be  convicted  of  an 
assault  under  the  indictment,  but  because  his  punishment  would  be  of  so 
short  a  duration  as  to  render  it  unnecessary  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  judges. 
Is  it  to  be  said  that  a  man  is  to  be  acquitted  upon  a  subsequent  charge 
because  certain  evidence  necessary  to  be  produced  in  support  of  that  charge 
was  given  in  support  of  a  former  charge  in  order  to  show  the  animus  by 
which  the  party  was  actuated  P  [FoUoeky  C.  B.— There  must  be  some  mis- 
take in  that  case.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  learned  Judge  intended  to 
say  that  the  two  modes  pointed  out  exhausted  every  possible  mode  of  con- 
struing the  statute.]  But  that  case  is  distinguishable,  inasmuch  as  there  the 
assault  was  connected  with  the  robbeiy,  but  the  robbery  was  not  proved. 
Reff.  V.  Zewisy  2  G.  &  K.  419,  must  be  taken  with  some  qualification :  it  is 
not  because  the  felony  is  connected  with  an  assault  that  you  may  convict  of 
any  assault  whatever.  Then  came  JReg.  v.  Birch,  1  Den.  0.  G.  185,  upon 
which  his  learned  friend  relied  as  being  precisely  in  point.  That  case  was 
more  fully  reported  in  2  Gar.  &  K.  193.  The  main  point  there  taken  into 
consideration  was  the  intent  to  rob.  It  was  considered  as  one  and  the  same 
transaction,  but  the  doubt  was  whether  the  party  had  assaulted  with  intent 
to  rob,  and  the  jury  negatived  the  intent  to  rob  and  convicted  the  prisoners 
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Patteson,  J.,  in  Beg,  v.  Crumptan  (a) ;   Beg.  v.  ffCon"      1851. 
nor  (6),  was  also  an  illustration  of  what  is  or  is  not  connected      -bs^.v. 
with  the  crime  charged.     [Maukj  J. — ^AU  that  is  there       ■^™^' 
said  iSy  that  it  was  a  case  of  manslaughter.    It  might  have 
been  a  rash  administration  of  mediolQe,  and  not  have  been 
the  result  of  any  assault  at  all.    Pollock,  0.  B. — ^I  am  far 
from  satisfied  that  the  opinion  there  attributed  to  me  is 
correctly  stated.]    If  the  Judge  upon  the  former  trial  was 
right  in  law  in  withdrawing  the  question  of  assault  from 
the  consideration  of  the  jury^  the  prisoners  have  not  been 
in  peril  for  these  assaults.    Without  going  through  the 
whole  of  t&e  cases,  he  would  observe,  that  from  the  first  to 

(a)  Car.  &  M.  697.  (b)  2  Car.  &  K.  518. 


of  a  common  assault.  The  way  the  difficulty  arose  was  this:— in  Mi« 
Grieves's  note,  2  Buss,  on  dimes,  782,  it  is  contended  that  the  statute  wat 
intended  to  apply  only  in  cases  where  the  jMirty  being  indicted  for  a  felony 
consisting  of  the  assault,  the  intent,  and  the  result,  and  proof  of  the  result 
failing  the  party  might  be  found  guilty  of  an  assault  including  the  intent ; 
but,  if  the  intent  was  not  made  out,  the  assault  in  no  way  tended  to  prove  the 
felony,  and  the  party  could  not  therefore  be  convicted  of  an  assault.  In  £eff, 
T.  JBirehf  as  reported  in  1  Den.  0.  C.  186,  this  note  came  under  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Judges.  That  is  not  a  recorded  judgment,  except  so  far  as 
it  says  that  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right.  Here 
it  is  to  be  observed  that  it  was  one  single  transaction,  failing  in  proof  of  part 
— ^the  robbery  for  which  the  parties  were  tried — but  the  assault  was  proved  as 
part  of  the  transaction ;  but  neither  in  that  nor  in  any  other  case  is  it  laid 
down  otherwise  than  that  it  must  be  part  of  the  same  transaction.  In  £eff, 
V.  Gh-ecnwood,  2  Car.  &  K.  839,  it  is  laid  down  that  the  assault  must  be  com- 
mitted in  the  course  of  the  proceeding,  which,  if  completed,  would  have  con- 
stituted the  felony  charged.  This  case  was  at  variance  with  £eff,  v.  Birch, 
He  then  cited  Heff.  v.  0*  Connor,  2  Car.  &  K.  618,  in  support  of  the  prose- 
cution. In  Beff.  V.  Barnetty  2  Car.  &  E.  594,  Cresswell,  J.,  said,  that  the 
jury  ought  not  to  convict  of  an  assault  where  it  was  unconnected  with  the 
robbery.  In  all  the  cases  cited,  with  the  exception  of  Beg,  v.  Fool,  9  C.  &  P. 
728,  there  is  not  one  in  which  the  party  has  been  convicted  of  an  assault 
unconnected  with  the  principal  offence  charged.  There  were,  however,  a 
few  other  cases  to  which  he  would  now  refer.  In  Reg,  v.  King,  2  Cox,  C.  0. 
95,  the  judgment  of  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. ,  was  at  variance  with  that  of  the 
other  Judges  in  the  cases  cited.  It  was,  however,  an  authority  in  favour  of 
the  prisoners.  The  statute  is  capable  of  this  construction,  that  you  may  con- 
vict of  an  assault  where  by  evidence  the  assault  is  established  M  being  con- 
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1851.  the  last  the  distinction  was  broad  and  clear,  that  where  the 
^.  I,.  assault  was  unconnected  with  the  crime  charged — ^uncon- 
nected by  reason  of  the  evidence — the  prisoner  could  not 
be  convicted  of  an  assault  under  the  statute.  In  Beg,  v. 
JEllis  {a)y  the  one  assault  of  which  the  party  was  convicted 
was  connected  with  the  robbery.  The  same  distinction  ex- 
ists in  Eeg.  v.  Outteridge  (6),  Rex  v.  St.  George  (c),  Beg. 
V.  McPhane{d)y  Reg.  v.  Phelps  {e)^  Reg.  v.  Archer  (J)^ 
Reg.  V.  Boden{g)y  Reg.  v.  Birch  (h).     [Lord   Campbell, 

(a)  8  Car.  &  P.  664.  {b)  9  Oar.  &  P.  471. 

(0  9  Car.  &  P.  483.  {d)  Car.  &  M.  212. 

W  2  Moo.  C.  0. 240.  (/)  2  Moo.  C.  0. 283. 

(^)  1  Car.  &  K.  395.  (A)  1  Den.  C.  C.  185 ;  2  Car.  &K.  193,  S,  C, 


nected  with  the  felony  charged.    [WiUiamtf  J.— In  Seg.  y.  Autff,  2  Cox, 
C.  C.  282,  he  had  concurred  with  Phitt,  B.,  in  this  distinction,  that  where  the 
prosecution  is  for  a  felony  attended  with  yiolence,  and  the  eridenoe  for  the 
Crown  shows  that  there  was  such  a  transaction,  and  the  prisoner  is  not  con- 
victed of  the  felony  (although  he  may  have  committed  an  assault),  he  must 
be  acquitted  altogether,  because  the  assault  was  no  part  of  the  imputed  trans- 
action ;  but,  if  the  evidence  for  the  Crown  shows  that  there  was  an  assault  in 
which  the  pzisonerwas  implicated,  andnothingmore,  then  he  may  beoonvicted 
of  the  assault,  for  then  the  transaction  charged  in  the  indictment  is  proved  and 
the  party  may  be  convicted  of  it.]    There  is  this  distinction :  in  that  case  the 
death  appears  not  to  have  proceeded  from  violence ;  in  the  present  case  it 
was  the  result  of  violence  conmiitted  by  somebody  but  not  proved  to  be  the 
violence  of  the  prisoners.    If  the  murder  had  been  proved  to  have  been  com- 
mitted by  another  person  not  indicted,  could  the  prisoners  have  been  found 
guilty  of  an  assault  which  in  no  way  conduced  to  the  death  ?    Further,  in 
that  case  it  was  a  single  assault.    As  to  Beff.  v.  £ook  he  must  confess  he 
could  not  understand  upon  what  principle  that  case  was  decided.    It  waa 
necessary  to  lay  down  the  proposition  with  some  limitation.    What  was  that 
limitation  to  be?    The  statute  authorizes  the  finding  guilty  of  an  assault; 
that  is,  the  party  may  be  convicted  of  any  assault  where  that  assault  is  con- 
nected with  the  principal  felony  charged,  and  where  a  failure  of  justice  would 
take  place  by  the  escape  of  the  party  altogether.    Is  this  a  case  in  which  the 
party  might  have  been  convicted  of  the  felony?    It  is  true  the  assault  proved 
did  not  conduce  to  the  death ;  the  evidence  proved  the  assaults  unconnected 
with  the  death.    That  was  the  prisoner's  defence,  and  upon  that  ground  they 
were  acquitted.    Upon  the  second  trial  they  plead  autrefois  acquit.    Either 
party  may  offer  evidence.    The  evidence  before  the  jury  was  that  the  surgeon 
proved  that  the  death  had  not  proceeded  from  the  blows  proved  to  have  been 


SITTINGS  APTEB  HILABT  TEBM,  XIV.  VIOT.  465 

C.  J. — Where  there  is  but  one  act  charged  and  one  act       1851. 
proved  there  must  be  identity.]    Yes,  that  was  his  whole      ^isa,v, 
case.    Here  several  acts  were  proved  to  be  nnoonneoted.        ^^^' 
In  no  case,  except  where  the  act  was  identically  the  same, 
would  the  jury  have  a  right  to  entertain  the  question  of  a 
oommon  assault.    What  is  ^^  the  crime  charged "  might 
depend  partly  on  the  form  of  the  indictment,  partly  on  the 
evidence,  and  on  other  incidents :  to  attempt  to  lay  down 
any  fixed  rule  to  determine  ^'  the  crime  charged  "  would  be 
extremely  dangerous,  and  suffer  great  abuses  to  creep  into 
the  administration  of  criminal  justice.    It  would  be  far 
better  to  adhere  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Heg.  v. 
Qutteridge  and  Rex  v.  8t  George, 
The  nextquestion  was,  whetherageneralacquittal  could  be 


inflicted  by  the  piisonen,  but  was  the  result  of  a  blow  which  neither  of  the 
prisoners  had  inflicted.  The  onus  was  npon  the  prisoners ;  but  to  remove  aU 
doubt  the  Counsel  for  the  prosecution  called  the  surgeon,  who  proved  the  acts 
of  the  prisoners  and  the  art  which  occasioned  the  death  to  have  been  uncon- 
nected. The  case  of  Reg.  v.  Sheen^  2  C.  &  P.  634,  does  not  apply.  The 
(yourt  would  not  import  anything  into  this  case.  As  the  case  stood  it  was 
dear  the  prisoners  could  not  have  been  convicted  upon  the  first  indictment 
of  the  charge  contained  in  the  second  indictment ;  and  unless  they  could  have 
been  they  could  not  say  that  they  had  been  previously  acquitted.  Was  this 
a  case  to  which  the  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  applied  at  all?  The  indictment 
charged  a  variety  of  assaults,  and  the  Act  applies  to  cases  where  **  the  crime 
charged  shall  indude  an  assault."  Was  it  obligatory  upon  the  jury  to  con- 
vict npon  the  first  indictment  of  one  assault  ?  Suppose  the  party  might  have 
been  so  convicted,  and  it  is  shown  that  there  is  another  assault  contained  in 
the  indictment,  is  it  compulsory  upon  the  jury  to  convict  of  that  assault  also? 
if  not,  would  the  conviction  upon  the  one  assault  be  a  good  answer  to  a  second 
indictment  for  the  assault  upon  which  the  jury  had  given  no  verdict  ?  Was 
it  imperative  upon  the  Judge  in  eveiy  such  case  to  say  to  the  jury,  "  If  you 
are  not  satisfied  that  the  offence  charged  ia  made  out  you  may  find  the  pri« 
soner  guilty  of  an  assault."  If  that  were  so  it  would  lead  the  jury  in  many 
oases  to  screen  the  party  from  the  legal  consequences  of  lus  acts.  [  Williams^ 
J. — ^According  to  the  common  prindple  of  law  a  man  is  put  in  jeopardy  for 
whatever  is  charged  in  the  indictment.]  But  he  is  not  charged  with  the 
assault :  the  statute  merely  says  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury  to  convict  him. 
Could  the  jury  have  found  the  parties  guilty  of  all  the  assaults  respectivdy 
diaiged  in  the  indictment  (t.  e,  the  diarge  of  f dony  failing)  P    It  is  said  that 
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1851.  pleaded  underthis  statute.  Suppose  the  Judgenot  to  putthe 
"^^Tr!  question  of  assault  to  the  jury,  [c/iwrw,  O.J. — The  pruoner 
is  still  in  jeopardy  hef  ore  the  question  is  put.]  If  the  Judge 
is  not  bound  to  put  the  question  the  party  is  neyer  in  peiiL 
[Lord  Campbelly  G.  J. — ^Suppose  there  is  a  oount  is  the  in- 
dictment overlooked  by  the  Judge,  is  not  the  party  in  peril 
nevertheless P] — ^He  referred  to  a  note  to  Beg.  y.  Oysson  (a), 
where  Pollook,  G.B.,  had  direoted  an  acquittal  upon  the 
felony,  and  as  to  the  assault  said,  ''  It  had  better  be  in- 

(a)  2  Car.  &  K.  781. 


they  xnigbt,  because  each  aasaxdt  is  aUeged  in  a  separate  count ;  but  then  the 
difficulty  would  be  that  the  prosecutor  might  be  called  upon  to  elect,  the  aota 
appearing  to  be  separate  and  distinct :  a  series  of  acts  were  here  introduced 
because  they  were  supposed  to  lead  up  to  the  crowning  transaction.  Suppose 
then  the  jury  to  have  conyicted  of  one  assault,  the  parties  would  have  gone 
scot-free  as  to  all  the  rest :  this  the  statute  never  could  have  intended.  If 
the  prisoners  had  been  convicted  of  a  common  assault,  they  could  not  after- 
wards have  been  indicted  for  an  assault  to  do  grievous  bodily  haim.  It  is  a 
strange  anomaly  if  upon  so  grave  a  charge  the  jury  are  to  be  compelled  to 
find  the  prisoners  guilty  of  a  common  assault  only.  It  occurred  to  him  that 
it  was  not  imperative  upon  the  Judge  under  the  statute  to  charge  the  juzy  to 
find  a  common  assault,  but  that  the  Judge  might  do  so  if  he  thought  fit.  A 
case  might  happen  of  a  man  inflicting  a  grievous  wound  upon  another  who 
dies  from  natural  causes :  the  man  is  indicted  for  murder ;  is  he  to  escape 
altogether  because  by  a  mistake  he  was  tried  for  murder  P  It  is  not  because 
the  effect  of  the  acts  has  been  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  jury 
that  the  party  is  to  be  discharged  as  to  the  assaults. 

With  respect  to  the  misdirection :  the  pleadings  raised  this  issue,  "  Have 
the  parties  before  been  acquitted  of  this  charge  P  "  The  question  is  therefore 
whether  these  assaults  were  included  in  the  main  charge  before,  which  can 
only  be  determined  by  the  question  whether  they  weie  or  were  not  connected 
with  the  death.  The  whole  question  was,  assaults  being  proved,  did  those 
assaults  conduce  to  the  death  P  The  Judge  meant  to  put  it  that  the  parties 
had  been  upon  their  trial  for  murder :  at  that  trial  they  were  only  liable  to 
be  found  guilty  of  assaults  which  conduced  to  the  death :  were  these  assaults 
of  that  character  or  not  P  The  particular  phraseology  may  be  objected  to,  but 
the  question  in  effect  is  the  same— the  identity  of  the  assaults.  The  prisoners 
had  been  tried  for  assaults  which  conduced  to  the  deatii,  and  no  others ; 
these  assaults  were  proved  not  to  have  conduced  to  the  deatii,  and  therefore 
they  were  unconnected  with  it,  and  the  parties  could  not  have  been  in  peril 
before.    What  was  left  to  the  jury  was  in  substance  correct. 
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quired  of  in  another  tribunal."    The  only  remaining  point       1851. 
•was  that  of  misdirection.    He  apprehended  there  was  no      btoTtT 
misdirection,  that  no  false  issue  was  forced  upon  the  jury ; 
the  issue  was  aye  or  no  P  were  the  assaults  the  same  P  and 
the  observations  of  the  Judge  only  assisted  the  jury  in 
arnTing  at  a  right  conclusion.     He  therefore  submitted 
that  the  conviction  ought  to  be  afiSrmed. 
Slade  replied. 

Martin,  B. — ^The  prisoners  were  indicted  at  the  Exeter 
Spring  Assizes,  1850,  for  the  murder  of  Mary  Ann  Parsons. 
The  indictment  contained  six  counts.  The  first  charged 
murder  by  striking  with  a  stick ;  the  second,  by  divers 
beatings  between  the  5th  November,  1849,  and  the  1st 
January,  1850 ;  the  third,  by  beating  on  the  5th  November 
and  the  1st  December,  1849,  and  the  1st  January,  1850, 
and  on  divers  other  days  between  the  5th  November  and 
the  1st  January ;  the  fourth,  by  blows  inflicted  with  a 
scourge;  and  the  fifth  and  sixth  by  casting  her  on  the 
groimd. 

At  the  trial  upon  that  indictment,  the  Counsel  for  the  pro- 
secution opened  all  the  above  assaults  as  conducing  to  the 
death,  but  stated  that  if  he  should  fall  in  proving  that  they 
conduced  to  the  death,  they  would  furnish  evidence  of  the 
animus  of  the  prisoners. 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  death  (which  took 
place  on  the  4th  January,  1850)  was  caused  exclusively  by 
one  particular  blow  on  the  head,  and  there  being  no  evi- 
dence that  this  blow  had  been  struck  by  either  of  the  pri- 
soners, they  were  acquitted. 

At  the  last  Exeter  Summer  Assizes,  the  prisoners  were 
indicted  for  the  misdemeanour  of  having  assaulted  Mary 
Ann  Parsons.  The  prisoners  pleaded  autrefois  acquit^ 
which  was  traversed,  and  issue  joiued  thereon.  The  record 
of  the  former  trial  was  put  in  evidence,  and  it  was  proved 
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1851.  that  evidenoe  had  been  giyen  thereat  of  different  aasaults 
g^^  committed  by  the  prisoners  upon  the  deceased  thronghout 
®i^-  the  months  of  November  and  December,  1849 ;  one  on  the 
5th  November  with  a  stick,  another  at  the  end  of  November 
or  beginning  of  December  also  with  a  stick,  and  another 
with  a  furze  bush  about  the  11th  December ;  and  it  was 
not  proved  at  the  second  trial  that  there  were  any  other 
assaults  committed  but  those  which  were  given  in  evidence 
at  the  first  trial. 

The  learned  Judge  directed  the  jury  that  if  there  were 
several  distinct  and  independent  assaults,  some  or  one  of 
which  did  not  in  any  way  conduce  to  the  death  of  the 
deceased,  it  would  be  their  duty  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
Crown.  Upon  this  direction  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  Crown.  And  the  learned  Judge  stated  a  case  contaLa* 
ing  the  foregoing  statement  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

The  substantial  question  now  to  be  decided  is,  whether 
upon  the  trial  for  the  murder,  the  prisoners  could  lawfully 
have  been  convicted  of  these  assaults  under  the  11th  sect, 
of  the  statute  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  for  it  was  con- 
ceded by  the  Counsel  for  the  Crown  that  if  they  could  have 
been  so  lawfully  convicted,  they  cannot  be  tried  a  second 
time  for  the  same  assaults,  the  principle  of  law  being,  that 
a  person  cannot  be  more  than  once  put  in  a  peril  of  the 
same  character  for  the  same  act  or  acts. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  they  could  have  been  so  lawfully 
convicted.  The  section  enacts  "  that  on  the  trial  of  any 
person  for  any  felony  whatever,  where  the  crime  charged 
shall  include  an  assault  against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony  and  to  find  a  verdict  of 
guilty  of  assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if  the  evidence 
shall  warrant  such  finding."  I  think  the  true  rule  for  the 
construction  of  a  statute  is  that  laid  down  by  Burton,  J., 
in  Warburton  v.  Loveland  (a),  and  stated  by  Parke,  B.  (6), 

(a)  1  Hudson  &  Brooks,  Irish  Bep.  648.  (fi)  2  M.  &  W.  193. 
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viz. :— That  courts  ought  to  adhere  to  the  ordinary  mean-  1851. 
ing  of  the  words  used,  and  to  the  grammatical  construction,  bboT^ 
unless  that  is  at  yarianoe  with  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature, to  be  collected  from  the  statute  itself,  or  leads  to 
any  manifest  absurdity  or  repugnance,  in  which  case  the 
language  may  be  varied  or  modified  so  as  to  avoid  such  in- 
convenience, and  no  further. 

Now  to  apply  this  rule  to  the  present  case.  The  first 
trial  of  the  prisoners  was  for  a  felony.  The  crime  charged, 
viz.,  murder  by  violence,  included,  in  all  the  several  counts 
of  the  indictment,  assaults  against  the  person.  The  evi- 
dence of  the  assaults  was  lawfully  given  and  received  in  proof 
of  the  alleged  murderous  death.  The  jury  acquitted  of  the 
felony,  and  the  evidence,  in  point  of  fact,  clearly  warranted 
the  finding  the  prisoners  guilty  of  assault,  and  so  also  in 
law,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  lawful  excuse  or  justification 
of  them.  The  case,  therefore,  seems  to  me  to  fall  within 
the  very  words  of  the  statute. 

Then,  is  this  construction  at  variance  with  or  repugnant 
to  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  to  be  collected  from  the 
statute,  or  does  it  lead  to  any  manifest  absurdity?  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  in  conformity  with  the  intention  of 
the  legislature,  so  far  as  I  can  collect  it;  and  I  am  not 
aware  that  any  one  has  contended  that  it  is  absurd. 

The  statute  was  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to  offences 
against  the  person.  At  common  law  a  misdemeanour  could 
not  be  joined  in  the  same  indictment  with  a  felony,  and  the 
consequence  was  that  in  all  cases  of  alleged  felonious 
offences  against  the  person,  if  the  prisoner  was  acquitted  of 
the  felony  he  was  free  altogether  upon  that  indictment, 
and  a  fresh  indictment  was  necessary  in  order  to  bring  the 
offender  to  justice.  The  object  of  the  enactment  was  to 
prevent  this  necessity,  and  make  provision  for  the  convic- 
tion and  punishment  of  the  offender  on  the  then  present 
trial.    And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  object  and  spirit  of  the 
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1851.  enaofanent  is  to  enable  the  goiUy  person,  although  he  be 
j^jj^j^  acquitted  of  the  felony  to  be  at  onoe  oonyioted  and  punished 
for  the  assault,  if  he  be  charged  with  it  in  the  indictment. 
If  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  Counsel  for  the 
Grown  be  the  correct  one,  that  the  assault  must  conduce  to 
the  death,  the  consequence  seems  to  me  ineyitable  that  in 
all  cases  of  alleged  murder  or  manslaughter  there  cannot 
be  a  conviction  for  an  assault  at  all  under  the  statute,  for 
if  the  assault  conduces  to  the  death,  the  party  whose  assault 
is  so  conduciye  must  either  be  guilty  of  murder  or  man- 
slaughter, or  his  assault  must  be  a  lawful  and  justifiable 
act. 

It  would  be  absurd  to  contend  that  a  lawful  and  jus- 
tifiable act  would  be  an  assault  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section,  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  the  argument  for 
the  Grown  must  go  the  length  of  contending  that  the  sta- 
tute does  not  apply  to  cases  of  murder  or  manslaughter  at 
all.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  into  cases  of  other 
felonies,  although  I  believe  the  same  consequence  will  le- 
gitimately follow  from  the  same  line  of  reasoning,  and  the 
statute  would  (if  it  be  correct)  be  wholly  inoperative. 

But  I  do  not  think  this  is  the  correct  construction  of 
the  statute,  and  in  my  opinion  the  true  criterion  is,  1st,  Is 
the  assault,  in  point  of  fact,  charged  upon  the  face  of 
the  indictment ;  and,  2ndly,  Is  it  part  of  the  act  or  trans- 
action which  the  prosecutor  gives  evidence  of,  as  conducing 
to  the  felony.  If  it  falls  within  these  two  categories,  in 
my  opinion,  the  prisoners  may  be  lawfully  convicted  of  it 
by  virtue  of  the  statute.  The  third  count  of  this  indict- 
ment charges  beatings  on  the  6th  November,  and  1st  De- 
cember, 1849,  and  the  1st  January,  1850,  and  on  divers 
other  days  between  the  6th  November  and  the  1st  January. 
Suppose  there  had  been  no  evidence  in  respect  of  the 
particular  blow  which  is  said  to  have  caused  the  death,  and 
the  jury  had  not  been  satisfied  that  the  beatings  (which  it 
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Beems  to  me  are  specifioally  stated  in  the  count)  had  caused       1851. 
the  death,  but  that  the  case  had  been  left  to  them  by  the      ^^^  ^ 
Judge,  as  a  fair  case  for  the  exercise  of  their  judgment.    If       ^™*- 
these  beatings  conduced  to  the  death,  the  prisoners  were 
g^iiUy  either  of  murder  or  of  manslaughter.    But  if  they 
did  not  conduce  to  the  death,  according  to  the  argument 
for  the  Grown,  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  told  that  they 
oould  not  find  the  prisoners  guilty  of  the  assault.    It  seems 
to  me  that  the  statute  was  intended  to  meet  this  very  case, 
and  if  so,  I  think  the  evidence  in  respect  of  the  particular 
blow  that  caused  the  death  cannot  alter  it. 

Again,  suppose  the  evidence  in  respect  of  the  particular 
blow  had  been  given  by  a  witness  called  on  behalf  of  the 
prisoners,  it  would  have  been  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury 
whether  the  violence  by  the  beatings,  or  by  that  blow, 
caused  the  death.  This  seems  to  me  to  be  directly  within 
the  statute,  and  it  cannot,  in  my  judgment,  make  any 
difference  whether  the  evidence  was  given  at  the  trial  by  a 
witness  called  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  or  of  the  prisoners. 

On  the  argument,  a  great  number  of  cases  were  cited;  but 
there  are  only  three  to  which  I  think  it  necessary  to  refer, 
viz.,  B,  V.  Phelps  (a),  i2.  v.  Crumpton  (J),  which  were 
principally  relied  on  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Crown,  and  iJ. 
V.  Birch  (c),  which  was  principally  relied  on  by  the  Counsel 
for  the  prisoners.  JR.  v.  Phelps  was  tried  at  the  Summer 
Assizes,  1841,  and  the  report  states  that  the  first  count  of 
the  indictment  charged  the  prisoners  as  principals  in  the 
first  degree  for  the  murder  of  John  Overbury,  by  striking 
and  beating  him.  The  second  and  third  counts  charged 
Phelps  as  principal,  and  two  others  as  principals  in  the 
second  degree,  in  the  following  form — "That  the  said 
South  and  Smith,"  (the  two  other  persons  in  the  iadictment 
with  Phelps,)  "at  the  time  the  felony  and  murder  was 

(a)  C.  &  M.  180.  (a)  Ibid,  p.  697. 

(e)  1  Den.  G.  C.  185;  S.  C,  2  G.  &  K.  198. 
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1851.  oommitted,  were  feloniouslj  present,  abetting,  aiding,  and 
jixa.v.  assiflting  the  said  John  Phelps."  The  statement  of  the 
eyidenoe  is  that  as  the  deceased  was  going  away  from  a 
public  house,  Phelps  struck  him  several  times,  and  he  was 
afterwards  killed  bjYiolenoe;  and  the  evidence  went  to 
show  that  the  prisoner  Phelps  had  gone  away  before  the 
violence  which  caused  the  death  was  inflicted.  The  charge 
of  murder  therefore  failed,  and  the  prisoner  Phelps  was 
found  guilty  of  an  assault.  The  counsel  for  the  prisoners 
objected  that  Phelps  could  not  be  convicted  of  the  assault, 
as  the  assault  was  totally  independent  of  the  felony.  It 
was  urged  by  them,  that  it  was  only  when  the  assault  is 
included  in  the  felony  charged,  that  a  conviction  for  an 
assault  can  take  place: — ^that  the  case  was  the  same  as  if 
Phelps  had  struck  the  deceased,  and  afterwards  some 
person  wholly  unconnected  with  Phelps,  and  not  knowing 
that  he  had  struck  the  deceased,  had  killed  him  after 
Phelps  had  gone  away.  Mr.  Justice  Coltman  reserved  the 
point,  and  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  conviction 
for  the  assault  was  wrong. 

I  think  that  case  disting^uishable  from  the  present.  Ac- 
cording to  the  report,  the  indictment  did  not  charge  the 
prisoner  with  beating  the  deceased;  specifying  with  par- 
ticularity and  decision  certain  beatings  alleged  to  have 
been  given,  and  drawing  a  conclusion  that  thereby  the 
death  was  caused;  but  rather  seems  to  have  charged  as  the 
beatings,  those  only  by  which  the  death  was  effected.  Now 
if  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  indictment,  the 
decision  is  exactly  conformable  to  my  view  of  the  right 
construction  of  the  statute;  for  the  beatings  charged  in  the 
indictment  would  be  the  beatings  which  caused  the  death; 
beatings  with  which  Phelps  had  nothing  to  do,  and  therefore 
the  beatings  which  Phelps  inflicted  were  not  charged  in  the 
indictment  at  all;  and  if  so,  in  my  opinion,  he  could  not 
be  lawfully  convicted  of  them. 
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Buty  in  the  present  ease,  the  beatings  which  are  charged       1851. 
in  the  indictment  for  the  misdemeanour  are  the  same  iden-       r^TT 
tioal  beatings  which  were  charged  in  the  indictment  for        ^^^^ 
the  felony  stated,  and  ear-marked,  as  it  were,  with  cer« 
tainty  and  precision.    In  the  latter  indictment,  it  is  true, 
a  false  conclusion  in  fact  is  alleged;  namely,  that  they 
caused  the  death,  which  they  did  not.    But  they  were 
charged  in  the  indictment  as  the  cause  of  death ;  and,  as  I 
have  already  said,  in  my  opinion,  it  was  competent  for  the 
jury  to  find  the  prisoners  guilty  of  these  beatings,  and  to 
acquit  them  of  the  felony. 

If,  however,  the  indictment  did  charge  the  specific  as- 
saults committed  by  Phelps,  I  can  only  say,  that  the  judg- 
ment seems  to  me  to  be  at  variance  with  the  subsequent 
case  of  jB.  y.  Birch^  which  I  consider  a  better  authority 
and  in  point  with  the  present  case.  R.  y.  Crumpton  was 
tried  at  the  Spring  Assizes,  1842,  and  the  first  count  of 
the  indictment  charged,  that  the  deceased  was  the  appren- 
tice of  the  prisoner ;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  prisoner 
to  suffer  and  permit  him  to  take  such  proper  exercise  as 
was  necessary  for  his  bodily  health,  and^to  find  and  supply 
him  -with  proper  and  necessary  nourishment,  medicine, 
medical  care,  and  attendance ;  and  that,  the  deceased  being 
weak  in  body,  the  prisoner  struck  and  beat  him,  and  forced 
him  to  work  for  an  unreasonable  time,  and  would  not  allow 
him  to  take  proper  exercise  and  recreation,  and  neglected 
to  supply  him  with  proper  nourishment  and  medicine,  me- 
dical care,  and  attendance;  by  means  whereof  he  died. 
The  second  count  charged  that,  the  deceased  being  such 
apprentice,  the  prisoner  feloniously  did  make  an  assault  on 
the  deceased,  and  being  weak  in  body,  the  prisoner  forced 
him  to  work  for  unreasonable  and  improper  times,  and  beat 
him ;  by  means  whereof  he  died.  The  evidence  was,  that 
the  prisoner  was  a  tailor,  and  the  deceased  was  his  appren- 
tice ;  that  the  latter  had  been  in  ill-health  for  a  year  be- 

YOL.  I.  K  K 
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1851.  fore  his  death,  and  had  a  bad  cough,  and  was  kept  at  work 
~RBa7v,  on  some  occasions,  from  six  o'clock  in  the  morning  until 
eight  or  nine  in  the  evening ;  and  that,  about  five  weeks 
before  his  death,  the  prisoner  beat  him  with  a  small  cane ; 
that  about  three  weeks  before  his  death,  he  left  the  pri- 
soner's house  and  went  to  his  grandfather's,  where  he  died : 
and  the  surgeon,  who  made  a  post  mortem  examination, 
stated,  that  he  died  of  consumption ;  that  oyer-work  and 
ill-usage  might  have  accelerated  his  death :  but  he  was  not 
able  to  say  that  it  had  done  so.  He  stated,  also,  that  there 
were  some  bruises  on  his  legs ;  but  that  thej  could  not  at 
all  haye  contributed  to  death.  It  was  urged,  that  the  pri- 
soner might  be  conyicted  of  the  assault.  Mr.  Justioe 
Fatteson  is  reported  to  haye  said,  '^  I  think,  that  in  order 
to  conyiot  a  person  of  an  assault  under  the  statute,  it  must 
be  an  assault  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  charge, 
and  embodied  in  the  charge,  and  which  would  itself  be  the 
felony,  but  for  some  other  cause."  Now  this,  in  my  judg- 
ment, is  the  true  construction  of  the  statute;  and  it  is 
because  the  assaults  in  the  present  case  were  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  charge,  and  embodied  in  the  charge,  and  if 
the  death  had  arisen  from  them  they  would  haye  been  the 
felony,  that  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  is  within 
the  statute.  But  the  learned  Judge  goes  on  to  say,  '^  I 
think  no  assault  is  included  in  a  charge  of  manslaughter 
which  does  not  conduce  to  the  death  of  the  deceased,  al- 
though the  death  itself  be  not  manslaughter : "  and,  as  the 
surgeon  disconnected  the  assault  from  the  death,  he  di- 
rected an  acquittal  altogether. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  I  haye  been  able  to  giye  to 
the  question,  I  cannot  concur  in  this  latter  part  of  his 
Lordship's  judgment.  The  conducing  to  the  death  does 
not,  in  my  opinion,  form  the  test. 

In  jR.  y.  Birchf  which  was  tried  at  the  Spring  Assizes, 
1846,  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  an  assault. 
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and  a  robbery  of  a  watch  and  money.    The  person  sup-       1851. 
posed  to  have  been  robbed  did  not  appear  at  the  trial ;  but      bxqTv. 
witnesses,  who  saw  the  transaction,  proved  that  the  pri-        ^™^* 
soner  struck  the  person  named  in  the  indictment.     The 
jury  stated,  they  were  not  satisfied  that  there  was  any 
intent  to  rob,  and  they  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  an 
assault.      Mr.  Armstrong^  who  tried  the  prisoner,  (after 
consultation  with  Mr.  Justice  Patteaan,)  reserved  the  case 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges.    They  were  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right ;  and,  in  delivering 
their  judgment,  they  gave  an  exposition  of  the  statute. 
It  is  thus  stated,  in  1  Den.  C.  C.  186 : — "  The  enact- 
ment is  not  to  be  confined  to  cases  where  the  prisoner 
committed  an  assault  in  the  prosecution  of  an  attempt  to 
commit  a  felony ;  nor  is  it  to  be  extended  to  all  cases  in 
which  the  indictment  for  a  felony,  on  the  face  of  it,  charges 
an  assault.    In  order  to  convict  of  an  assault  under  the 
section  the  assault  must  be  included  in  the  charge  on  the 
face  of  the  indictment ;  and,  also,  be  part  of  the  very  act 
or  transaction,  which  the  Crown  prosecutes  as  a  felony,  by 
the  indictment."     It  is  thus  stated,  in  2  C.  &  K.  194 : — 
"  The  opinion  of  the  Judges  was,  that  the  statute  applies 
whenever  the  indictment  charges  an  assault,  and  the  jury, 
negativing  the  felony,  find,  *  Guilty  of  the  assault ; '  pro- 
vided always,  that  the  finding  be  in  respect  of  the  very 
same  acts  which  the  Grown  seeks  to  make  felonies ;  iden- 
tity being  the  question,  and  not  the  intention  of  the  pri- 
soner to  commit  felony ;  otherwise,  the  statute  would  not 
apply  to  the  ordinary  cases  of  wounding,  with  intent,"  &c. 
In  my  opinion,  this  is  the  correct  exposition  of  the  statute. 
But,  even  supposing  I  did  not  concur  with  this  judgment, 
it  seems  to  me  it  would,  nevertheless,  be  my  duty  to  sub- 
mit to  it.    It  is  the  tmanimous  judgment  of  the  Judges, 
given  judicially  upon  the  construction  of  a  statute ;  and 
if  such  a  judgment  is  not  to  be  held  conclusive,  I  am  at  a 
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1851.       loss  to  know  how  certainty  in  the  law  can  be  attained. 

Beo.  v.  I  do  not  mean  to  saj,  that  if  the  very  improbable  csfle  oo- 
™^'  ourred — of  an  unanimous  judgment  being  clearly,  and  ob- 
viously, and  manifestly  wrong — ^I  would  consider  myself 
absolutely  estopped  from  exercising  my  own  reason  and 
judgment  in  respect  of  the  point  decided;  but  what  I  mean 
is,  that  if  there  be  an  imanimous  judgment  upon  a  point  of 
difficulty  and  nicety,  upon  which  a  difference  of  opinion 
might  reasonably  have  existed,  and  did  exist  before  such 
judgment ;  I  think,  after  such  judgment,  I  ought  to  be 
bound  by  it,  and  act  upon  it,  and  consider  the  matter  set- 
tled and  at  rest. 

In  my  opinion,  this  judgment  directly  applies  to  the 
present  case,  and  ought  to  be  conclusive  upon  it. 

As  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  upon  the  substantive  ques- 
tion, that  the  prisoners  were  by  law  entitled  to  have  had 
the  verdict  found  for  them  upon  the  issue  on  the  plea  of 
autrefois  acquit^  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  give  any 
opinion  upon  the  other  two  questions  raised  by  the  Counsel 
for  the  prisoners. 

Talfourd,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction 
is  right;  that  the  plea  of  previous  acquittal  was  not, 
and  could  not  be  sustained ;  and  that  the  charge  of  the 
learned  Judge,  who  tried  the  issue  joined  on  that  plea,  pre- 
sented to  the  jury  the  only  question  which,  if  decided  in 
favour  of  the  prisoners,  could  have  entitled  them  to  judg- 
ment. 

On  behalf  of  the  prisoners,  two  points  were  argued  at  the 
bar :  first^  that  the  prisoners  might  have  been  legally  con- 
victed of  the  assault  which  formed  the  subject  of  the 
indictment  for  misdemeanour  on  the  previous  indictment 
for  murder;  and  aecondj  that  the  learned  Judge,  at  the 
trial  of  the  issue  on  the  special  plea,  misdirected  the  jmy. 

The  first  and  main  question  turns  on  the  construction  of 
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the  Btatate,  which,  for  the  first  time,  enabled  juries  to  eon-  1851. 
viotof  a  oommon  assault  upon  an  indiotmentforfelony.  That  Bsa.v. 
statute,  passed  *'  To  amend  the  Laws  relating  to  Offences 
against  the  Person,"  and  repealing  antecedent  Acts,  it  pro- 
ceeds to  define  the  punishment  of  several  offences  of  the 
description  which  its  title  indicates;  and  it  is  not  immaterial 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  clause  which  refers  to  these 
offences  to  bear  in  mind  their  character.  These  are,  attempts 
to  murder  by  various  means  stated,  producing  wounds  or 
bodily  injury,  which  are  made  punishable  with  death ;  the 
attempt  to  administer  poison,  the  act  of  shooting,  the 
attempt  to  discharge  loaded  arms,  the  attempt  to  drown, 
suffocate,  or  strangle,  with  intent  to  murder,  though  no 
bodily  injury  be  produced,  which  are  made  felony  and 
punishable  with  trcmsportation ;  similar  acts  committed 
with  intents  short  of  murder,  made  punishable  also  with 
transportation,  and  other  felonies  which  do  not  necessarily 
involve  violence.  All  these  crimes  are  in  their  nature 
single  definite  acts — not  results  from  several  acts — each 
act  itself  being  a  substantive  felony. 

The  eleventh  section  enacts,  ^^  That  on  the  trial  of  any 
person  for  any  of  the  offences  hereinbefore  mentioned,  or 
for  ant/  felony  whatsoever,  where  the  crime  charged  shall 
include  an  assault  against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lairjul 
for  the  jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony,  and  to  find  a  verdict  of 
assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if  the  evidence  shall 
warrant  such  finding/^  The  consequence  of  such  a  verdict 
of  guilty  of  assault  may  be  imprisonment  for  three  years 
with  hard  labour,  and  solitary  confinement  for  a  month  at 
a  time,  not  exceeding  three  months  in  any  one  year,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Court.  Two  questions  arise  on  this  clause : 
,  What  is  the  meaning  of  ^'  the  crime  charged"  P  and  what 

'  is  the  case  in  which   ^^the  evidence  shall  warrant  the 

finding  of  guilty  of  assault  against  the  person"  P    By  the 
crime  charged,  I  understand  the  act  of  felony  of  which  the 
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1851.       prisoner  is  aooused,  and  for  which  he  is  tried,  whioh,  by  the 
Bxa.v,      practice  of  the  law,  well  settled  long  before  the  statnte,  can 
only  be  a  single  felony  in  the  case  of  mnrder ;  must  be,  of 
physical  necessity,  single,  when  applied  to  one  person.  The 
<'  crime  charged,"  has,  in  my  judgment,  no  reference  to  the 
various  statements  which,  at  his  will,  in  various  counts, 
the  prosecutor  places  on  the  record,  but  to  the  corpus  de^ 
lictij  for  which  alone,  though  variously  stated,  the  prisoner 
can  be  required  to  answer.    Considered  with  relation  to 
the  context,  the  meaning  of  this  phrase  is  obvious : — ^that 
whereas  some  of  the  offences  before  mentioned  in  the  Act 
do  include  an  assault  against  the  person — as  rape  or  stab- 
bing ;  and  others  do  not  include  it — as  the  attempt  to  pro- 
cure abortion,  or  the  administration  of  poison :  the  statute 
applies  its  provisions  to  the  former  class  of  crimes  and 
other  felonies  the  like  in  character.    To  support  the  con- 
struction that  the  ^^  crime  charged,"  means  the  crime  as 
varied,  and  presented  on  the  face  of  the  indictment  as  many 
crimes,  the  words  should  have  been  crime  as  charged.    It 
is  further  to  be  observed,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  state 
in  the  indictment  that  the  party  accused  '^  made  an  assault," 
where  the  offence  necessarily  implies  violence,  as  has  been 
decided  in  the  case  of  rape  (a),  and  will  be  found  illustrated 
by  the  greater  number  of  precedents  of  indictments  for 
murder  by  violence,  in  the  second  volume  of  Chitty's 
Criminal  Law.    The  crime  of  murder  is  comprehended  in 
the  terms  "any  felony  whatsoever;"  and,  therefore,  if 
there  is  any  case  of  murder  to  which  the  statute  can 
be  practically  applied,  it  may  be  so  applied.    But,  con- 
sidering that  the  statute  enumerates  many  felonies  of 
inferior  atrocity  to  murder,  of   which  the  attempt  to 
commit  murder  is  the  highest — all  single  acts  to  which 
the  application  of  the  statute  is  easy, — ^I  do  not  believe 

(a)  AUerCs  eaw,  2  Moody,  G.  C.  B.  179. 
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it  was  in  the  oontemplation  of  the  Legislature  to  inolude       1851. 
tinder  the  word  "  felony "  cases  of  death  which  are  not      Bxa,v. 
oases  of  mere  act,  but  of  act  followed  by  a  consequence.        ■^"^" 
Without^  therefore,  meaning  to  affirm  that  the  case  of 
murder  cannot  be  brought  within  the  statute,  by  reason 
of  the  insuffidenoy  of  its  language,  I  think  no  argument 
*will  be  supplied  against  a  construction  which  excludes  the 
oase  in  judgment,  if  it  should  follow  that  few  cases,  or 
even  no  case  of  felony  involving  death,  would  be  practically 
within  its  operation. 

The  next  question  arising  on  the  meaning  of  the  words 
'^  where  the  evidence  shall  warrant  such  finding,"  is,  when 
does  the  evidence  warrant  a  finding  of  assault  on  an  indict- 
ment for  felony  P    The  answer  I  ofEer  is — ^when  the  very  as- 
sault which  the  crime  includes,  and  which  either  by  reason  of 
the  noncompletion  of  a  proposed  felony  or  the  absence  of  in- 
tent imparting  to  the  assault  a  felonious  character,  though 
proved  by  the  evidence,  is  also,  by  the  evidence,  shown  not 
to  amount  to  felony.    The  words  ^^  an  assault "  in  the  first 
member  of  the  clause,  and  the  word  ^' assault"  in  the  last 
member  of  it,  are  correlative  terms.  They  do  not  reasonably 
import  that  if  the  crime  includes  one  assault  the  party  ac- 
cused may  be  found  guilty  of  another  assault;  but  they  must 
be  read  as  if  the  word  "  said,"  or  "such,"  preceded  the  latter 
word  assault,  in  which  oase  the  meaning  would  be  clear. 
If  this  construction,  which  seems  to  me  to  be  the  true 
literal  interpretation  of  the  passage,  is  erroneous,  I  see  no 
other  sensible  construction  than  that  which  has  been  re- 
pudiated in  arg^ument,  that,  wherever  a  crime  includes  an 
assault,  and  the  evidence  proves  an  assault,  however  uncon- 
nected with  the  felony  charged,  and  for  whatever  purpose 
offered  in  proof,  the  statute  applies.    If  once  it  be  conceded 
that  it  does  not  so  necessarily  apply,  I  see  no  middle  course 
that  is  not  founded  in  arbitrary  conjecture,  and  dependent 
on  circumstances,  rendering  its  application  uncertain.    The 
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1851.       inteimediate  course  of  oonstruction  proposed,  I  take  to  be, 
B^^ITr!       ^^^  wherever,  in  an  indictment  for  mnrder,  aflsanlts  are 
BisD.        oharged  in  any  of  its  counts  as  the  means  of  committing  the 
felony,  and  those  assaults  are  adduced  in  proof  by  the  pro- 
secution as  conducing  to  the  death,  and  are  proved  by  the 
evidence  to  have  been  committed, — although  by  the  evidence 
entirely  disconnected  from  the  corpus  delicti  chained, — the 
party  accused  may  be  convicted  of  such  assaults :  and  this, 
although  the  indictment  contains  a  count  correctly  stating 
the  means  of  the  death  which  is  not  brought  home  to  the 
prisoner.    If  this  be  so,  consequences  never  contemplated 
may  follow  firom  the  allowance  of  several  counts  in  an  in- 
•     dictment  for  murder.    In  the  case  of  murder,  as  in  case  of 
other  felonies,  each  count  on  the  face  of  it  charges  a  sepa- 
rate felony ;  and  yet  it  is  obvious  that,  unless  a  different 
person  be  supposed  to  be  murdered,  only  one  felony  of 
death  can  be  proved ;  and  it  is  certain  that  if  the  Court  are 
apprized,  before  plea,  that  two  distinct  murders  are  meant 
to  be  alleged,  they  would  quash  the  indictment ;  or,  if  after 
plea,  they  would  compel  the  prosecutor  at  once  to  make  his 
election  on  which  charge  he  would  proceed.     But  if,  by  the 
introduction  of  six  counts  into  the  indictment,  stating  the 
cause  of  the  same  death  in  six  different  ways,  the  prosecutor 
might  obtainaverdiot  of  guilty  of  assault  on  any  count  which 
charges  it,  though  the  assault  is  proved  in  fact  to  have  no 
connection  with  the  death,  he  would  obtain  the  benefit  of 
substantially  charging  as  maay  felonies  as  counts — not  to 
obtain  a  conviction  of  the  principal  charge,  but  of  an  assault 
altered  in  its  usual  consequences,  by  arbitrary  position  on 
the  record.    Nay,  if  there  should  happen  to  be  as  many 
defendants  as  counts,  and  each  count  should  charge  (as  it 
must)  a  different  mode  of  death,  and  by  different  assaults, 
although  the  death  should  be  proved  to  result  from  one  act 
only,  and  that  not  committed  by  a  single  prisoner  or  by  a 
stranger,  but  each  prisoner  had  committed  such  assaults  as 
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there  alleged,  each  might  be  oonvioted  of  his  own  separate       1851. 
assaulty  and  this,  although  the  prosecutor  would  not  be  per-      Bxa~v. 
mitted  to  prove  more  than  a  single  felony  as  involving       ^°^' 
them.    A  single  charge  of  murder  may  thus  justify  a  con- 
viction of  numerous  assaults,  on  counts  which  may  be  intro- 
duced or  used  for  the  purpose  of  affixing  to  a  single  offence, 
or  to  such  offences,  aggravated  penalties. 

But,  again,  the  statute,  when  describing  the  offences  to 
which  it  applies,  uses  the  word  singular,  an  ^^  assault."  In 
stating  the  matter  of  which  the  accused  may  be  convicted, 
it  uses  the  word  '^  assault."  Is  it  assumed  that  the  party 
accused  can  be  convicted  of  more  than  one  assault?  If  he 
oannot,  there  is  an  end  of  this  plea  of  previous  acquittal, 
because  the  second  indictment  in  this  case  charges  two 
assaults;  and  surely,  if  the  prisoners  could  only  by  law 
have  been  convicted  of  one  on  the  former  trial,  they  were 
only  in  peril  in  respect  of  one,  and  the  plea  is  no  answer, 
unless  one  can  be  found  to  be  identical  with  itco.  If  it  is 
contended  that  they  may  be  so  convicted,  what  is  the  con- 
sequence P  A  count  in  an  indictment  may  charge  divers 
assaults,  at  least,  between  the  first  and  last  days  of  a  year. 
These  assaults  may  be  charged  in  general  terms,  under 
which  proof  of  aggravated  assaults,  or  of  assaults  not 
amounting  to  batteries,  may  be  offered,  and  a  party  proved 
to  have  committed  one  of  the  slightest  possible  assaults 
may  be  convicted  and  subjected  to  infamous  punishment, 
which  else  could  not  have  been  inflicted. 

If  the  circumstance  that  the  indictment  comprises  a 
count  which  charges  assaults  to  which  proof  corresponds 
does  not  bring  the  case  within  the  statute,  surely  the 
opening  speech  of  the  prosecutor's  Counsel,  founded  on  in-, 
structions  given  by  an  individual  client,  though  using  the 
name  of  the  Crown — perhaps  made  from  imperfect  ma- 
terials:—cannot  change  the  legal  character  of  an  act  elicited 
in  proof,  so  as  to  affect  the  prisoner's  liability  to  punish- 
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1 85 1 .       ment .    The  evidence  does  not  the  more  or  less  ^^  warrant  the 


Bto.i;.  finding,"  because  of  the  preface  made  to  it,  or  the  puipoee 
^™^*  for  which  it  is  used.  The  question  is  not  whether  the 
proof  of  assault  was  relevant  to  the  issue,  as  it  might  be  to 
prove  malice ;  or  whether  it  was  offered  in  the  expectation 
that  it  would  be  shown  to  be  connected  with,  by  conducing 
to,  the  death ;  but  whether,  on  the  whole  case  developed 
in  evidence,  it  was  in  very  deed  parcel  of  the  act  which  is 
presented  as  felony.  This  I  take  to  be  the  doctrine  acted 
upon  by  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  t. 
Crumpton  ;  acted  upon  in  this  case  at  the  first  trial,  and 
adopted  by  the  learned  Judge,  Mr«  EusseU  Gumey,  on 
the  second  trial. 

Of  the  authorities  cited  in  argument,  the  most  important 
are  The  Queen  v.  Phelps^  decided  in  1841  («),  relied  on 
for  the  prosecution,  and  The  Queen  v.  Birch^  decided  in 
1846,  relied  on  for  the  prisoners,  because  these  are  the 
unanimous  decisions  of  all  the  Judges. 

In  The  Queen  v.  Phelpsj  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
the  murder  of  John  Overbury,  who  was  slain  in  a  8oii£9e. 
Phelps,  with  others,  had  assaulted  the  deceased  on  the 
evening  of  his  death,  but  quitted  the  a£Eray,  which  was 
afterwards  renewed,  and  in  which  mortal  blows  were 
inflicted  by  persons  unknown.  There  was  no  distinct 
evidence  to  show  what  led  to  the  second  assault  on 
Overbury,  or  to  connect  it  with  the  prior  assault  by 
Phelps.  The  jury  acquitted  Phelps  of  the  murder,  but 
found  him  guilty  of  an  assault,  and  the  point  whether  he 
could  be  so  legally  convicted  was  reserved.  The  Judges 
were  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the  conviction  was 
wrong ;  as  '^  The  assault  must  be  such  as  forms  one  con- 
stituent part  of  the  greater  charge  of  felony,  not  a  distinct 
and  separate  assault,  as  this  was."    It  seems  so  difficult  to 

(a)  2  Moody,  C.  C.  E.  241. 
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distiBguidi  that  ease  from  the  case  in  judgment,  that  if  this  1851. 
oonviotion  be  held  wrong,  it  mnst,  in  my  opinion,  be  by  Bxa.v. 
OTerruling  that  deoision.  Although  in  the  case  of  Phelps  ^^^' 
the  indictment  is  not  set  forth,  it,  no  doubt,  charged  assaults 
by  Phelps  on  the  deceased  by  blows,  like  the  second  count 
in  this  indictment.  In  that  case  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
proof  of  such  blows  was  offered  and  received  in  evidence,  to 
prove  the  felony.  In  that  case,  as  in  this,  the  evidence  must 
have  been  given  not  to  prove  the  animm  merely,  but  the  act 
of  felony ;  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  the  assault  so  charged  was 
proved ;  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  the  jury  might  have  found 
that  the  deceased  died  of  the  blows  given  by  Phelps,  though 
others  afterwards  struck  bim  ;  and  in  that  case,  as  in  this, 
the  assault  was  disconnected  from  the  death,  ifiiich  arose,  in 
both  cases,  from  the  act  of  persons  unknown.  In  the  present 
oase,  as  soon  as  the  medical  evidence  referred  the  death  to  a 
blow  inflicted  by  some  person  unknown,  shortly  before  the 
4th  January,  1850,  assaults  committed  in  the  preceding 
November  were  at  least  as  much  disconnected  from  the 
death  as  assaults  committed  by  Phelps  on  the  same  day 
upon  which  the  death  occurred. 

TJie  Queen  v.  Birch  is  an  authority  entitled  to  the 
greatest  respect,  as  being,  like  the  case  of  Phelps,  the  una- 
nimous decision  of  the  Judges,  and  containing  a  deve« 
lopment  of  the  rule  which,  in  the  opinion  of  those  Judges, 
should  govern  this  class  of  cases :  but  I  think  that,  rightly 
considered,  neither  the  decision  as  applied  to  the  facts  of 
that  case,  nor  its  enunciation  of  principle,  militates  against 
the  present  conviction. 

The  indictment  charged  a  robbery  with  violence :  the 
prisoner  was  seen,  with  others,  on  the  night  in  question,  to 
strike  the  prosecutor  several  blows ;  but  the  proof  of  rob- 
bery failed.  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  assault 
imder  the  statute,  and  the  Judges  held  the  conviction 
light.    Here  the  very  transaction  indicted,  and  which  in- 
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185L  daded  an  assault^  was  proved,  only  it  was  found  not  to 
Beg.  V,  amomit  to  felony,  one  of  the  oases  dearly  contemplated  by 
the  statute.  How  does  this  show  that  a  party  can  be  oon* 
vioted  of  an  assault  not  associated  with  the  transaction — 
that  transaction  being,  in  verity,  the  death  charge,  but 
produced  by  other  means  P 

The  Judges  on  this  occasion  considered  the  learned  note 
in  Mr.  Greaves's  edition  of  Eussell  on  Crimes,  in  which  he 
seeks  to  confine  the  operation  of  the  statute  to  cases  of 
inchoate  felony,  which  (with  the  highest  respect  for  the 
learning  of  that  excellent  writer)  is  wholly  untenable,  as  it 
would  exclude  the  cases  to  which  the  statute  was  primarily 
intended  to  apply, — where  the  act  is  complete,  but  the  felo- 
nious intentjipn  wanting.  They  then  lay  down  the  ml^ 
*'That  this  enactment  was  not  to  be  confined  to  cases 
where  the  prisoner  committed  an  assault  in  the  prosecution 
of  an  attempt  to  commit  a  felony,  nor  was  it  to  be  extended 
to  all  cases  in  which  the  indictment  for  a  felony,  on  the 
face  of  it  charged  an  assault ;  but  in  order  to  convict  of  an 
assault  under  this  section,  the  assault  must  be  induded  in 
the  charge  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  and  also  be  part 
of  the  very  act  or  transaction  which  the  Crown  prosecutes 
as  a  felony  by  the  indictment." 

This  rule  disposes  of  the  construction,  that  the  charging 
an  assault  in  the  indictment  is  suffident  to  warrant  the 
finding  of  guilty  of  assault  where  an  assault  is  proved ;  and, 
taking  the  first  clause  in  connection  with  the  last,  it  seems 
to  refer  the  words,  "  The  very  act  and  transaction,"  not  to 
the  matter  charged^  but  the  act  itself,  which  is  the  sole 
subject  of  prosecution,  and  which  depends  not  on  the  open- 
ing or  motion  of  counsel,  but  on  the  entire  proof  in  the  case 
when  developed  before  the  jury. 

If  this  view  of  the  case  in  judgment,  as  applied  to  the 
statute,  is  correct,  the  summing  up  of  the  learned  Judge 
presented  the  only  question  which  could  be  raised  properly 


Bnu). 


SITTnrOS  APTEB  HILABT  TEBM,  ZIY.  YIOT.  485 

to  the  jtuy*  It  ib  to  be  remembered,  that  a  plea  of  pie-  1851. 
TiouB  acquittal  of  felony  pleaded  to  an  indictment  for  an  EEaT^T 
assault,  is  not  like  an  ordinary  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  of 
murder  to  another  indictment  for  murder,  and  where  the 
prosecutor  has  nothing  to  prove  but  the  identity  of  the 
prisoner,  and  of  the  party  whose  death  is  charged  as 
murder,  to  establish  his  plea.  But  it  being  conceded  that 
there  are  cases  in  which  an  indictment  for  felony  includes 
an  assault,  and  on  the  trial  of  which  an  assault  is  proved, 
and  yet  on  which  the  prisoner  cannot  lawfully  be  convicted 
of  an  assault,  and  therefore  is  not  in  jeopardy  of  such  con- 
viction, it  must  on  every  such  plea  be  matter  of  proof 
whether  the  prisoner  could  have  been  convicted  of  assault 
before,  and  that  depends  upon  the  question  raised  by  the 
rule  in  Birches  case,  whether  the  assault  charged  in  the 
second  indictment  is  part  of  the  very  act  or  transaction 
prosecuted  on  the  first.  In  this  the  assaults  secondly 
charged  on  the  prisoners  were  not,  imless  they  were  part 
of  the  felony  [death]  which  was  the  subject  of  the  former 
charge ;  and  in  putting  the  question  whether  they  conduced 
in  any  way  to  that  death,  the  learned  Judge  put  the  ques- 
tion in  the  manner  inost  favourable  to  the  prisoners. 

It  is  true,  that  when  the  evidence  of  the  surgeon  given 
on  the  first  trial  was  read,  and  was  repeated  on  the  second, 
'^  the  prisoners  had  no  chance  of  success ; "  but  this  was 
because  the  facts  afforded  no  ground  out  of  which  such 
chance  could  justly  arise. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think  that  the  construction 
contended  for  by  the  prisoner's  Coimsel  not  being  accordant 
with  the  object  of  the  statute,  nor  justified  by  the  language 
of  the  statute,  nor  founded  on  any  intelligible  principle, 
ought  not  to  prevail.  It  would  lead  to  the  consequence  of 
enabling  a  prosecutor,  or  his  Counsel,  to  deepen  the  respon- 
sibility of  an  offender,  whose  offence  might  be  the  most 
trivial,  by  the  form  of  the  indictment  and  the  course  of  evi- 
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1861.  denoe,  80  that  a  man  indicted  for  murder,  against  whom^ 
Bxa.p.  itt  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  an  assault  committed  by 
him  long  before  the  death  might  be  relevantlj  proved, 
might  be  acquitted  of  the  murder  on  proof  that  it  was  com- 
mitted by  another,  and  in  addition  to  the  calamity  of  being 
tried  for  a  capital  crime  of  which  he  is  guiltless,  be  liable, 
by  reason  of  that  calamity,  to  be  visited  with  solitary  im- 
prisonment and  hard  labour.  It  is  true,  that  the  discretion 
which  on  such  conviction  belongs  to  the  Court  is  not  likely 
to  be  abused ;  and  it  is  also  true,  that  it  may  sometimes  be 
extremely  convenient  that  such  discretion  should  exist,  as 
in  the  present  case,  where,  on  failure  of  the  greater  charge, 
an  immediate  punishment  of  proved  criminality  is  expedient 
for  the  ends  of  justice.  But  believing  that  the  Legislature 
never  intended  to  invest  the  Court  with  such  discretion  in 
such  a  case — considering  that  the  rule  of  law  now  to  be  de- 
fined or  maintained  may  apply  to  cases  entirely  dissimilar 
to  the  present  in  moral  character,  and  in  which  a  dis- 
cretion extended  by  mere  accident  may  work  liabilities 
which  the  law  never  contemplated,  I  adhere  to  the  opinion 
which,  on  imperfect  materials,  I  formed  at  the  trial; 
lamentable  as  it  will  be  if  the  prisoners  shall  obtain  im- 
pimity  by  the  success  of  opposite  positions — averting  a 
conviction  of  assault  on  the  first  trial,  by  successfully  con- 
tending that  it  could  not  take  place,  on  the  very  ground 
that  the  assault  proved  did  not  conduce  to  the  death 
charged,  and  succeeding  afterwards  by  arguing  that  they 
might  have  been  so  convicted — ^they  must,  if  they  are  now 
right,  have  the  benefit  of  the  error.  But  I  think  the  pri- 
soners' Counsel  were  right  in  their  contention  on  the  first 
trial,  and,  if  so,  the  present  conviction  is  right. 

Williams,  J. — ^In  this  case  the  prisoners,  in  substance, 
allege  in  their  plea,  which  they  were  put  to  prove  by  the 
replication,  that  they  were  legally  acquitted  on  a  former 
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indiotment  of  the  assaults  charged  against  them  hj  the  1851. 
pTesent  indiotment.  And  as  it  is  plain,  that  they  could  not  bxo.«. 
have  been  legaUj  acquitted  of  the  assaults  unless  thej  were 
in  peril  of  being  legally  convicted  of  them,  the  question  re- 
solves itself  into  the  inquiry,  whether  on  the  former  trial 
the  prisoners  could  have  been  legally  convicted  of  all  the 
assaults  charged  by  the  present  indictment,  and. I  am  of 
opinion  that  they  could  not. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  this  question  depends  altogether 
on  the  operation  of  the  statute  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85, 
B.  11.  Before  that  statute,  although  the  general  rule  was 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  the  crime  charged  by  an 
indiotment  to  the  whole  extent  laid,  it  being  sufficient  for 
the  prosecutor  to  prove  so  much  of  the  charge  as  consti- 
tuted an  offence  punishable  by  law ;  yet  this  rule  was,  un- 
doubtedly, subject  to  the  qualification,  that  if  a  prisoner 
were  indicted  for  a  felony,  he  could  not  be  convicted  of  a 
misdemeanour  on  that  indictment.  But  by  the  statute  in 
question,  it  is  enacted,  that  *'  On  the  trial  of  any  person 
for  any  of  the  offences  hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  for  any 
felony  whatever,  where  the  crime  charged  shall  include  an 
assault  against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury 
to  acquit  of  th^  felony,  and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of 
assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if  the  evidence  shall 
warrant  such  finding.''  The  language  here  employed  ap- 
pears to  me  to  show,  that  the  statute  did  not  intend  that 
the  person  charged  with  a  felony,  including  an  assault, 
should  be  regarded,  in  any  event,  as  charged  with  the  of- 
fence of  assault  in  addition  to  the  crime  of  felony  imputed 
by  the  indictment ;  but  meant,  only,  that  the  portion  of  the 
crime  of  the  imputed  felony,  which  consists  of  the  offence 
of  assault  shall,  per  se^  be  a  subject  of  conviction  and  pu- 
nishment, if  it  be  proved  that  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  that 
portion,  and  of  that  portion  only. 

If  therefore  it  shall  be  proved,  that  some  person  has 
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1851.  been  guilty  of  the  whole  of  the  imputed  felonj,  indiudiBg 
BxoTv,  therein  necessarily  the  imputed  assault,  but  the  evidence 
^™^'  fails  to  implicate  the  prisoner  in  any  portion  of  that  guilt, 
he  must,  in  my  judgment,  be  wholly  acquitted.  The  fe- 
lony charged  by  the  former  indictment,  in  the  present  case, 
was  homicide  by  violence  to  the  person  of  Mary  Ann  Par- 
sons. The  crime  charged,  therefore,  included  an  assault 
It  was  proved  that  her  death  had  been  caused  exclusively 
by  a  blow  on  the  head,  inflicted  shortly  before  her  death ; 
but  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  that  blow  had 
been  struck  by  either  of  the  prisoners.  It  was  therefore 
proved,  that  the  assault,  and  every  other  portion  of  the 
suspected  homicide,  had  been  committed  by  some  person 
unknown ;  but  the  prisoners  were  not  implicated  in  any 
part  of  the  guilt.  It  seems  therefore  to  me,  that  they 
could  not  be  convicted  of  any  part  of  it,  but  were  entitled 
to  a  general  acquittal. 

But  it  is  said,  that  this  view  of  the  case  is  at  variance 
with  the  decision  of  all  the  Judges  in  The  Queen  v.  Birch. 
In  that  case,  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  feloniously  as- 
saulting one  Charles  Darley,  putting  him  in  bodily  fear,  and 
feloniously  and  violently  stealing  from  his  person  a  watch 
and  other  property.  The  prosecutor  did  not  appear,  and  the 
proof  as  to  the  felony  failed.  But  it  was  proved,  that  on  the 
night  in  question,  the  prisoner  struck  the  prosecutor  several 
times  about  the  head,  while  he  was  lying  on  the  ground. 
The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  an  assault  only,  not 
being  satisfied  that  it  was  with  the  intent  to  rob.  And  it 
was  held  by  eleven  Judges,  on  a  case  reserved,  that  the  con- 
viction for  the  assault  was  right,  under  the  7  Will.  IV,  & 
1  Yict.  c.  85,  s.  11.  But  it  must  be  observed,  that  in  this 
case,  it  was  not  proved  that  any  one  had  been  guilty  of  the 
imputed  robbery.  The  Crown  failed  altogether,  to  prove 
either  an  assault  with  intent  to  rob,  or  stealing  from  the 
person  of  the  prosecutor,  and  established  only  one  portion 
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of  the  erime  of  robbeiy,  viz. ; — ^ihat  which  oonsisted  of  the  1851. 
aesaulty  simpKcitery  and  of  that  portion  the  prisoner  was  rbo.  v. 
gxdliy.  It  does  not  follow  from  this  decision,  that  if  it  had  ^™^* 
been  proved  that  some  one  unknown,  had  been  guilty  of 
the  felony  charged,  and  the  assault  included  therein  (but 
that  the  prisoner  was  not  at  all  implicated  in  any  part  of 
this  gmlt)  the  Judges  would  have  held  a  conviction  for  as- 
sault to  be  warranted  by  the  statute.  In  truth,  they  could 
hardly  have  so  held,  without  overruling  the  decision  of  The 
Queen  v.  Phelps  (a) ;  which  they  do  not  at  all  appear  to 
have  intended  to  do.  In  that  case,  the  prisoner  was  in- 
dicted with  others,  for  the  murder  of  John  Overbuiy.  It 
was  proved  at  the  trial,  that  in  a  scuffle  the  prisoner  struck 
Overbury  once  or  twice,  and  knocked  him  down.  The  pri- 
soner afterwards  went  home,  and  took  no  further  part  in 
the  a£Eray ;  and  shortly  afterwards,  Overbury  was  again  as- 
saulted, and  killed  by  some  other  persons,  who  could  not  be 
identified,  and  there  was  no  distinct  evidence  to  connect  the 
second  assault  with  the  prior  assault  by  the  prisoner.  The 
jury  acquitted  him  of  the  felony,  but  found  him  guilty  of  an 
assault.  The  Judges,  however,  in  a  case  reserved,  thought 
that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 

But  it  has  been  argued  that  this  view  of  the  case  is,  at 
all  events,  at  variance  with  the  definition  given  by  the 
Judges,  in  The  Qtieen  v.  Birch^  of  the  requisites  of  an  as- 
sault for  which  a  conviction  may  take  place  under  the  sta- 
tute, inasmuch  as  the  Judges,  in  effect,  resolved  in  that 
case,  that  it  is  only  requisite  that  the  assault  shall  be  in- 
cluded in  the  charge  on  the  face  of  the  indictment ;  and, 
also,  "  be  a  part  of  the  very  act  or  transaction,  which  the 
Crown  prosecutes  as  a  felony  by  the  indictment."  And,  it 
is  said,  that  in  the  present  case,  the  act  or  transaction 
which  the  Crown  prosecuted  as  a  felony  on  the  former  in- 

(a)  2  Moo.  G.  G.  240. 
VOL.  I.  L  L 
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1851.       diohnent  must,  on  the  faots  stated  in  the  oase  reseryed,  be 
'bxqTv.      regarded  as  having  consisted  of  the  homicide  of  Mary  Ann 
Parsons,  by  means  of  the  very  assaults  which  are  charged 
by  the  latter  indictment. 

But  why  must  the  Grown  be  thus  regarded  as  having 
^'  prosecuted  "  these  assaults  P  The  Counsel  for  the  Grown, 
it  is  true,  stated  them  in  his  opening  address,  as  con- 
ducing to  the  death;  adding,  that  if  he  should  fail  in 
proving  that  they  conduced  to  the  death,  they  would  fur- 
nish evidence  of  the  animus  of  the  prisoners.  And  the 
evidence  afterwards  given  on  behalf  of  the  Grown,  un- 
doubtedly, included  evidence  of  these  assaults.  But  these 
circumstances  fail  altogether,  in  my  judgment,  to  establish 
that  the  assaults  in  question  were  '^  part  of  the  very  act  or 
transaction,  which  the  Grown  prosecuted  as  a  felony." 
That  act  or  transaction  was,  I  conceive,  the  homicide  of 
Mary  Ann  Parsons;  including,  necessarily,  the  violence 
which  caused  her  death,  whatever  it  might  be.  And,  in  my 
opinion,  as  soon  as  it  appeared  by  the  evidence,  that  a  ho* 
micide  had  taken  place,  the  assault  which  caused  the  death, 
and  no  other  assault,  became,  necessarily,  from  the  mere 
nature  of  the  prosecution,  identified  as  the  assault  which 
the  Grown  was  prosecuting  as  part  of,  and  included  in,  that 
felony.  If  there  had  been  any  evidence  that  the  prisoners 
were  guilty  of  that  assault,  surely  the  case  must  have  been 
left  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  exclusively  of  the  other 
assaults ;  for  if  the  jury  were  directed,  first,  to  consider 
whether  the  prisoners  were  guilty  of  the  assault  which 
caused  the  death,  and,  consequently,  of  the  felony :  and, 
secondly,  in  case  they,  the  juiy,  acquitted  of  the  felony,  to 
consider  whether  the  prisoners  had  been  guilty  of  the  as- 
saults which  did  not  conduce  to  the  death ;  this  would,  in 
effect,  be  treating  the  prosecution,  as  if  it  were  an  indict- 
ment for  assault ;  and,  also,  for  a  felony  including  an  as- 
sault ;  which,  both  by  PMps^a  case,  and  the  resolution  in 
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Birches  oase,  ifl  demonsijated  to  be  wrong.     The  same  dif-       1851. 
fioulty  woidd  ooonr,  if  there  had  been  evidence  to  implicate      beo.  «. 
one  only  of  the  prisoners  in  the  mortal  assaidt.    Could  the        ^™^' 
jnzj,  in  such  a  oase,  have  been  properly  directed  to  have 
oonddered  the  Grown  as  prosecuting  the  mortal  assault, 
as  against  one  of  the  prisoners,  and  the  assaults  which  did 
not  conduce  to  the  death  as  against  the  other  prisoner? 
In  the  present  instance,  it  is  true,  the  case  was  stopped, 
and  no  case  at  all  left  to  the  jury.    But  this  makes  no 
difference,  in  my  opinion  ;  for  whether  a  jury  acquit  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  view  taken  by  the  Judge,  because  there 
is  no  evidence  against  the  prisoner,  or  because  the  evi- 
dence is  not  satisfactory,  in  either  case,  they,  in  truth, 
acquit  for  want  of  sufficient  evidence  to  convict. 

It  is  manifestly  fallacious  to  make  the  opening  of  Counsel 
the  test  on  the  question  of  what  is  ^'  the  act  or  transaction 
which  the  Crown  prosecutes."  It  is  plain  that  the  Court  is 
not  at  all  bound  by  the  statements  made  by  the  Counsel  in 
his  address.  Suppose,  in  the  present  case,  the  Counsel  had 
stated  that  the  last  blow  was  the  mortal  one,  and  he  should 
only  give  the  preceding  blows  in  evidence  as  proof  of  the  (im- 
muB  of  the  prisoners ;  and  it  had  turned  out  on  the  evidence, 
that  one  of  the  preceding  blows  was  the  mortal  one,  and 
the  last  one  had  not  at  all  conduced  to  the  death ;  could  the 
prisoners  have  claimed  an  acquittal  of  the  felony,  notwith- 
standing it  had  been  proved  that  they  had  inflicted  the 
mortal  blow  ? 

Again — suppose  the  Counsel  in  his  opening  had  omit- 
ted in  his  statement,  that  the  assaults  now  in  question 
conduced  to  the  death,  and  had  merely  mentioned  them, 
as  proof  of  the  cmimua  of  the  prisoners ;  then,  by  the  ap- 
plication of  this  test  (though  the  evidence  would  have  been 
ezaotiy  the  same)  these  assaults  could  not  have  formed  a 
part  of  '^  the  act  and  transaction  which  the  Crown  prose- 

ll2 
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1851.  outed,"  and  the  prisoner  could  not  have  been  convicted 
jsxa.v,  of  them.  The  test  can  hardly  be  a  sound  one,  which 
thus  makes  the  liability  of  a  prisoner  to  more  severe 
punishment,  depend  on  the  inadvertence  or  discretion  of 
Counsel,  or  the  accident — ^whether  the  evidence  for  the 
Crown  is,  or  is  not,  prefaced  by  an  address  from  an 
advocate. 

The  material  point  of  time  is,  I  think,  at  the  dose  of  the 
evidence,  when  the  Judge  has  to  perform  the  duty  of  telling 
the  jury  as  to  what  part  of  the  indictment  there  is  a  case 
for  their  consideration.  At  that  point  of  time  at  the  trial 
of  the  former  indictment  in  the  present  case,  it  had  been 
proved  by  the  evidence  for  the  Crown,  that  the  homicide 
imputed  by  the  indictment,  including  an  assault,  had  been 
committed.  In  my  opinion,  this  demonstrated,  per  se^  that 
the  act  or  transaction,  which  the  Crown  was  prosecuting, 
was  the  homicide  which  thus  appecu^  to  have  been  com- 
mitted. Consequently,  I  think,  the  prisoners  could  not 
have  been  legally  convicted  under  the  statute,  of  any  as- 
sault which  was  not  included  in  that  transaction ;  in  other 
words,  which  did  not  conduce  to  the  death. 

I  may  add,  that  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  come 
to  a  different  conclusion,  without  overruling  The  Queen 
V.  Phelps ;  for  overruling  which  case,  I  have  found  no  good 
reason. 

The  question  remains,  whether  the  conviction  on  the 
present  indictment  was  wrong,  by  reason  of  the  mode  in 
which  the  case  was  left  to  the  jury.  I  incline  to  think, 
that  the  summing  up  was  not  strictly  correct.  For,  not- 
withstanding that  the  assaults  did  not  in  any  way  conduce 
to  the  death  of  the  deceased,  the  prisoners  might  have  been 
in  jeopardy  of  being  convicted  of  them  on  the  former  in- 
dictment, but  for  the  proof  that  some  one  unknown  had 
committed  the   homicide  charged  against  the  prisonerSy 
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whioh  demonstrated  that  these  assaults  were  not  any  part      1851. 
of  the  traosaotion  which  the  Crown  was  prosecuting.  Bxa.v. 

The  question,  therefore,  whioh  was  submitted  to  the  ^™^' 
jury,  was  not  oondusiye  of  the  issue.  It  would  have  been 
so,  if  the  nding  in  The  Queen  y.  Crumpton  (a),  (which  the 
learned  Judge  appears  to  have  followed)  were  law.  But  I 
consider  that  case  to  have  been,  in  effect,  overruled  by 
Birches  case. 

Still,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  conviction  was  right.  I 
think  the  learned  Judge  correctly  laid  down  that  the  bur- 
then of  proof  lay  on  the  prisoners ;  who  were  to  establish 
the  truth  of  their  plea.  Now  this  could  only  be  done  by 
proving  that  they  were  in  jeopardy  on  the  former  indict- 
ment, of  being  convicted  of  aU  the  assaults  included  in  the 
latter.  But  the  evidence  adduced  (as  it  is  stated  in  the 
case  reserved)  showed,  according  to  the  view  I  have  taken 
of  the  operation  of  the  statute,  that  they  were  not  in  such 
jeopardy.  I  think,  therefore,  that  they  failed  in  proof  of 
their  plea,  and  that  they  were  properly  convicted. 

Ekle,  J. — ^In  this  case  the  question  turns  upon  the 
construction  of  the  stat.  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  11. 
The  words  of  that  statute  indicate  that  the  assault  in  the 
conviction  should  be  the  assault  included  in  the  supposed 
felony,  and  the  cases  decide  that  a  conviction  for  an  assault, 
unless  included  in  the  felony  in  law,  and  connected  there- 
with in  fact,  would  be  wrong. 

Thus,  upon  a  charge  of  felony  in  attempting  to  discharge 
a  loaded  pistol,  an  assault  by  blows,  not  involved  in  or  con- 
nected with  the  presentation  of  the  pistol,  was  held  not  to 
be  included  by  law  in  the  charge.    JS.  v.  St  George  {b). 

So,  where  an  indictment  for  a  burglary  with  an  intent  to 
ravish,  contained  a  charge  of  an  assault  by  blows,  this 

(a)  1  Gar.  &  M.  497.  (b)  9  C.  &  P.  483. 
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1851.  assault  was  held  not  to  be  induded  by  law  in  suoh  a  oharge 

iftBo.r.  ol  burglaiy.    E.  v.  Watkina  (a). 
^™^"  So,  where  upon  a  charge  of  rape  it  was  proved  that  the 


prisoner  assaulted  at  one  time,  and  that  another  man 
vished  at  another  time,  the  assault  by  the  prisoner  at  a 
different  time  was  held  not  to  be  connected  in  fact  with  the 
crime  charged.    iZ.  v.  Gutteridge  (6). 

So,  upon  a  charge  of  murder,  an  assault  at  a  different 
time  from  that  when  the  fatal  blow  was  given  was  held  not 
to  be  connected  in  fact  with  the  oharge.  jB.  v.  Phelps  and 
others  (c).  Also,  where  upon  the  same  charge  of  murder 
there  was  some  evidence  that  the  prisoners  were  oo-oper- 
ating  in  the  beating  that  caused  the  death,  it  was  left  to 
the  jury  to  say,  in  effect,  whether  the  acts  of  the  prisoners 
had  conduced  to  the  death ;  if  yes,  the  prisoners  were  guilty 
of  the  felony ;  if  not,  they  were  not  guilty  altogether;  the 
evidence  of  the  assault  being  equally  evidence  to  prove  the 
felony.    jB.  v.  Phelps^  Southan  and  Smith  (d). 

According  to  these  decisions  the  summing  up  of  the 
learned  Judge  now  under  consideration  was  correct,  and 
his  construction  of  the  statute  does  not  conflict  with  the 
principle  which  the  Judges  laid  down  in  B.  v.  Birch  («), 
with  reference  to  the  facts  then  before  them;  viz.,  that 
the  assault  intended  by  the  statute  must  be  included  in 
the  indictment,  and  must  be  part  of  the  transaction  which 
is  prosecuted  as  a  felony.  In  that  case  there  was  evi« 
dence  of  the  prosecutor  having  been  assaulted  and  robbed, 
and  of  the  prisoner  having  taken  part  in  the  transaction 
when  the  assault  and  supposed  robbery  occurred;  but 
the  proof  of  the  robbery  was,  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury, 
imperfect.  Under  these  circumstances  a  conviction  for 
an  assault,  which  upon  the  evidence,  might  have  been  a 

(a)  Car.  &  M.  264.  (b)  9  C.  &  P.  471. 

(e)  1  BuflB.  781.  id)  Gar.  &  M.  180. 

(e)  I  Den.  G.  G.  185. 


sirmros  afteb  hilaby  term,  ziv.  viot.  495 

part  of  the  felonj  charged,  was  supported.  In  the  present  1851. 
case,  the  cause  of  death  being  proved,  and  the  assaults  by  bbo.  r. 
the  prisoners,  which  were  in  evidence,  being  also  proved  to  ™^* 

be  no  part  of  the  cause  of  death,  and  the  cause  of  death  being 
tiie  transaction  which  is  prosecuted  as  a  felony,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  assaults  cannot  be  truly  said  to  have  been  part 
of  the  transaction  which  is  so  prosecuted.    The  intention  of 
the  prosecutor  to  include  them  in  the  indictment  is  not  alone 
sufficient  to  support  a  conviction,  because  that  intention 
existed  in  the  oases  where  the  convictions  were  excluded. 
It  is  further  to  be  observed  that  there  is  a  distinction 
between  the  charge  of  assault  in  cases  of  rape,  robbery, 
and  felonious  wounding,  and  that  in  cases  of  homicide  by 
assaults.    In  the  first  class  the  charge  relates  to  one  trans- 
action, which  is  probably  a  felony,  and  the  assault  in  ques- 
tion is  part  of  that  transaction,  and  has  its  felonious  cha- 
racter at  the  time  of  its  committal.    In  the  second  dass,  on 
a  charge  of  homicide  by  assault,  the  essence  of  the  crime  is 
causing  death ;  the  felonious  nature  of  the  assault  arises 
from  the  retrospective  effect  of  death,  and  in  many  cases  of 
homicide  the  felony  is  equally  complete  whether  death  was 
within  the  intention  of  the  prisoner  at  the  time  of  the 
assault  or  not.     If  the  assaults  and  death  stand  in  the 
relation  of  cause  and  effect,  the  felony  is  proved;  if  they  do 
not,  the  assaults  are  unconnected  with  the  felony  charged, 
and  are  no  ground  for  a  conviction  under  the  statute. 
According  to  this  reasoning  the  statute  would  not  oome 
into  operation  in  cases  of  homicide  by  assault,  and  I  believe 
it  was  not  intended  that  it  should.    But  if,  after  the  deci- 
sions, this  reasoning  is  not  adopted  to  the  full  extent,  still 
the  interest  of  public  justice  seems  to  me  to  require  that 
the  application  of  the  statute  should  be  restricted  to  those 
cases  only  of  homicide  where  the  subject  of  .prosecution  is 
one  transaction,  where  the  death  is  attributed  to  a  single 
occasion  of  assault,  so  as  to  be  within  the  principle  laid 
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1851.       down  in  B.  y.  Birch.    It  is  important  for  public  justioe  to 
Bsa.v.       conduct  trials  for  murder  with  unity  of  attention,  to  free  the 
BiBD.        judge  from  the  technicality  in  which  we  are  now  involved, 
and  the  juiy  from  referring  the  evidence  to  three  alterna- 
tives— murder,  assault,  and  acquittal ;  but  it  is  imperative 

• 

to  release  a  prisoner  on  such  a  trial  from  liability  for  va- 
rious assaults.  If  he  is  liable  to  be  convicted,  of  course  he 
should  have  full  notice  and  opportunity  for  defence.  The 
death  may  be  attributed  to  various  counts,  to  various  as- 
saults, sometimes  sLngle,  sometimes  in  a  series.  If  the 
prosecutor  is  found  to  be  mistaken  in  supposing  the  as- 
saults conduced  to  the  death,  and  the  prisoner  is  to  be 
acquitted  of  felony,  it  is  contended  he  must  then  be  con- 
victed of  all  the  assaults  which  have  been  proved ;  but  the 
Legislature  cannot  have  intended  that  the  mistake  of  the 
prosecutor  should  justify  an  unfair  trial;  and  the  trial 
would  not  appear  to  me  to  be  fair  if  the  prisoner,  when 
defending  himself  for  murder,  should  be  also  called  on  for 
a  contingent  defence  against  charges  for  several  alleged 
assaults  in  the  course  of  several  weeks,  some  of  which 
may  be  open  to  contradiction,  others  to  justification,  and 
others  to  mitigation.  The  purpose  of  the  statute  was  to 
prevent  the  delay  and  trouble  of  a  second  indictment  for 
assault.  In  cases  of  homicide  by  several  assaults,  the 
saving  would  be  effected  by  a  sacrifice  of  justice.  That 
construction  of  the  statute  is  to  be  adopted  which  most 
avoids  this  inconvenience.  The  learned  Judge  adopted  the 
construction  of  the  statute,  which  gives  it  this  restricted 
application,  and  his  summing  up  is  objected  to  on  that 
account:  but,  upon  the  grounds  above  stated,  the  ob- 
jection, in  my  judgment,  fails,  and  the  summing  up  ought 
to  be  sustained. 

Cresswell,  J. — The  question  now  to  be  determined 
arises  out  of  the  enactment  in  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  o.  86, 
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B.  11 :  "That  on  the  trial  of  any  person  for  any  felony  1851. 
whatever  where  the  orime  charged  shall  include  an  assanlt  rbq.v. 
against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury  to 
aoqnit  of  the  felony,  and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of 
assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if  the  evidence  shall 
warrant  such  finding."  The  orime  charged  means  the 
felony  charged,  and  that  must  be  of  such  a  nature  that  it 
cannot  be  committed  without  an  assault.  If  the  crime 
charged  does  not  necessarily  include  an  assault,  I  conceive 
that  the  case  cannot  be  brought  within  this  section  by  any 
express  averment  that  an  assault  was  committed.  If  the 
question  were  a  new  one,  and  I  had  been  called  upon  to 
oonstrue  the  enactment,  without  reference  to  decided 
cases,  I  should  probably  have  been  of  opinion  that  it  was 
intended  to  apply  to  those  cases  only  where  an  attempt  had 
been  made  to  commit  a  felony  which  had  not  been  per- 
fected, and  in  making  the  attempt  an  assault  had  been 
committed.  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  statute  ought 
not  to  have  so  limited  a  construction,  and  that  a  party 
indicted  for  robbery  may  be  acquitted  of  that  felony,  and 
found  guilty  of  an  assault,  although  the  jury  negative  any 
intention  or  attempt  to  rob.  On  the  other  hand  it  has 
been  held  that  the  enactment  ought  not  to  have  the  widest 
application  of  which  the  words  are  capable ;  but  that  the 
assault,  to  come  within  it,  must  be  included  in  the  charge 
on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  and  also  be  part  of  the  very 
act  or  transaction  which  the  Crown  prosecutes  as  a  felony 
by  the  indictment. 

Those  two  points  were  ruled  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of 
the  judges  in  The  Queen  v.  Birch  and  another  (a).  That 
case  having  been  so  decided,  it  is,  in  my  judgment,  much 
better  to  abide  by  it,  whatever  doubts  I  may  entertain  as 
to  the  construction  of  the  statute,  than  to  render  the  ori- 

(a)  I  Den.  G.  C.  186. 
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1851.  minal  law  unoertam  by  reopening  a  question  which  has 
j^^,  been  decided  by  the  whole  body  of  Judges.  If  the  decision 
^'^'  of  the  whole  body  pronounced  one  year  maybe  oTertumed 
the  next,  that  reversal  may  again  be  overturned  the  follow- 
ing year,  and  such  a  course  of  proceeding  would  throw  the 
whole  criminal  law  into  a  state  greatly  to  be  deplored.  I 
therefore  abide  by  the  decision  in  The  Queen  v.  Birch  and 
another,  and  hold  that  the  assault  of  which  a  party  may  be 
convicted  under  the  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  11, 
must  be  part  of  the  very  act  or  transaction  which  the 
Crown  prosecutes  as  a  felony,  but  that  it  need  not  be  com- 
mitted  in  attempting  to  commit  the  felony  charged. 

The  matter  to  be  determined  in  the  present  case,  then, 
is  whether  the  assaults, — for  which  the  BirdB  were  indicted 
and  tried  before  the  learned  Judge  who  has  reserved  this 
case  for  consideration, — ^were  part  of  that  act  or  transaction 
which  the  Grown  prosecuted  as  a  felony  before  my  brother 
Talf ourd  on  a  former  occasion.  If  they  were  part  of  that 
transaction,  the  prisoners  might  have  been  before  convicted, 
and  they  cannot  be  tried  a  second  time  for  the  same  offence ; 
otherwise,  the  present  conviction  is  right.  On  this  part  of 
the  case,  also,  I  have  a  decision  of  the  whole  body  of 
Judges  to  guide  me,  for  I  cannot  distinguish  the  case  of 
The  Queen  v.  Phelps  (a),  from  the  present.  In  that  case 
Phelps  was  indicted,  together  with  two  others,  Southan 
and  Smith,  for  the  murder  of  0 verbury  by  blows.  Evidence 
was  given  that  Phelps  had  struck  the  deceased  more  than 
once  and  knocked  him  down,  but  other  evidence  waA  also 
given  which  showed  that  those  strokes  were  not  the  cause 
of  death,  and  that  Phelps  had  gone  away  a  quarter  of  an 
hour  or  more  before  the  blow  was  given  to  which  the  death 
of  the  deceased  was  ascribed.  The  late  Mr.  Justice  Oolt- 
man  told  the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support 

(a)  2  Moo.  G.  G.  241 ;  reported  alao  in  1  Bubs,  on  Grimes. 
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ihe  charge  of  murder  against  Phelps,  but  that  ihey  might  1851. 
find  him  guilty  of  an  assault,  which  they  accordingly  did.  bxh.v. 
The  case  was  left  to  the  jury  on  the  charge  of  murder  as  to 
the  other  two  prisoners,  and  they  were  altogether  acquitted. 
The  propriety  of  the  conviction  of  Phelps  was  reserved  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  who  held  that  as  the  assault 
proved  did  not  form  a  constituent  part  of  the  greater  charge 
of  felony,  hut  was  a  distinct  and  separate  assault,  the  con- 
viction was  wrong :  they  therefore  decided  that  the  assault 
80  committed  by  Phelps  was  not  part  of  the  act  or  trans- 
action which  the  Grown  prosecuted  as  a  felony  by  that 
indictment.  Here  the  Birds  were  shown  to  have  com- 
mitted various  assaults,  but  the  evidence  negatived  their 
being  the  cause  of  the  death  of  Mary  Ann  Parsons,  which 
was  ascribed  to  a  blow  inflicted  at  a  subsequent  time,  and 
the  party  who  inflicted  it  could  not  be  ascertained ;  where- 
upon the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury,  and,  in  my  opinion, 
rightly,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  establish  the  charge 
of  murder  against  the  prisoners;  and  the  evidence  then 
given  showed  that  the  assaults  proved  to  have  been  com- 
mitted by  the  Birds  were  not  part  of  the  act  or  transaction 
prosecuted  in  that  case.  Feeling,  therefore,  that  the  case 
of  The  Queen  v.  Phelps  cannot  be  distinguished  from  the 
present,  and  that  it  was  decided  by  the  whole  body  of 
Judges  for  the  reason  given  above,  I  should  think  it  right 
to  act  upon  it  as  a  binding  authority,  even  if  I  doubted  the 
propriety  of  the  decision.  But  it  seems  to  me  to  be  correct. 
The  act  or  transaction  which  the  Grown  prosecated  by 
the  indictment  for  murder  preferred  against  the  Birds,  was 
the  act  of  killing  Mary  Ann  Parsons  of  malice  aforethought 
by  blows.  The  indictment  did  not  describe  the  particular 
blows  by  which  the  death  was  occasioned,  and  it  was  com- 
petent to  the  Grown  to  give  evidence  of  any  blows  given  by 
the  prisoners,  and  to  endeavour  to  show  that  they  were  the 
cause  of  death.    But  still  the  transaction  prosecuted  was 
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1851.  the  death,  and  the  means  by  which  it  was  oooasioned ;  and 
B^Tr!  when  the  evidence  showed  that  the  death  was  oooasioned 
BiBD.  ijy  j^  particular  blow,  and  that  the  others  before  proved 
were  not  part  of  the  same  transaction,  but  wholly  distinct 
and  independent  of  it,  the  Judge  who  tried  the  prisoners 
was  boimd  to  withdraw  them  from  the  consideration  of  the 
jury  on  the  charge  of  murder ;  and,  as  in  Phelps^ %  oaae^  a 
oonviction  of  those  assaults  would  haye  been  wrong.  Nor 
can  I  discover  that  this  view  of  the  subject  is  inconsistent 
with  The  Queen  v.  Birch  and  other  cases,  where  it  has 
been  held  that  although  the  evidence  fails  to  show  that  the 
supposed  felony  prosecuted  by  the  indictment  has  been 
committed  at  all,  nevertheless  the  party  charged  may  be 
convicted  of  an  assault,  for  it  may  still  be  ascertained  by 
evidence  what  is  the  transaction  reaUy  prosecuted ;  ex,  gr.^ 
indictment  for  rape,  evidence  assault,  indecent  liberties,  an 
apparent  attempt  to  oommit  the  crime  charged,  but  no 
completion  of  it.  The  transaction  is  ascertained,  and  an 
assault  being  part  of  it  comes  within  the  stat.  7  Will.  lY. 
&  1  Yiot.  c.  85,  s.  11.  So,  in  the  case  of  an  indictment 
for  robbery,  as  in  The  Queen  v.  Birchy  if  there  were  evi- 
dence of  one  assault  and  nothing  more,  that  would  appear 
to  be  the  transaction  prosecuted.  But,  assume  the  evi- 
dence to  be  of  an  assault,  and  afterwards  another  and  inde- 
pendent assault,  and  on  this  latter  occasion  money  lost,  the 
latter  would  appear  to  be  the  real  transaction  prosecuted ; 
and  the  party,  if  acquitted  of  the  latter  transaction,  could 
not  be  foimd  guilty  of  the  first  ,and  independent  assault. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  upon  principle  and  authority  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  the  present  conviction  is  right. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — ^The  question  in  this  case,  in  substance, 
is  whether  the  prisoners  upon  their  trial  before  my  brother 
Talf  ourd,  upon  the  indictment  which  charged  them  with 
murder,  could  have  been  found  guilty  under  the  11th  sect. 
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of  the  Stat.  7  WilL  IV.  &  1  Vict.  o.  85,  of  any  of  the  as-       1851. 
saidts  charged  against  them  by  the  indictment  sabseqiientlj      n^.o. 
prefeired  against  them,  and  to  which  they  have  pleaded 
autrefois  acquit. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are :  '^  And  be  it  enacted,  that 
on  the  trial  of  any  person  for  any  of  the  offences  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned,  or  for  any  felony  whatever  where  the  crime 
charged  shall  include  an  assault  against  the  person,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony,  and  to  find  a 
verdict  of  guilty  of  assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if 
the  evidence  shall  warrant  such  finding."  It  is  perfectly 
dear  that  this  clause  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  every 
assault  that  might  be  proved  against  the  prisoner  upon  a 
trial  for  a  felony  including  an  assault,  though  totally  un- 
connected in  time,  place,  or  circumstance  with  the  felony 
charged ;  and  from  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act  its 
application  has  come  into  question  in  a  great  many  cases, 
and  there  are  dicta  and  decisions  of  individual  Judges  not 
easy,  and  it  may  be,  impossible  to  reconcile,  but  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  or  expedient  to  refer  to  more  than  four 
of  them,  two  of  which  have  come  under  the  consideration 
of  all  the  Judges,  and  two  others,  which,  though  only 
expressing  the  opinion  of  individual  Judges,  agree  so 
exacUy,  as  it  appears  to  me,  in  principle  with  the  two 
cases  before  aU  the  Judges,  as  to  the  instances  in  which 
the  statute  may  be  applied,  that  I  cite  them  as  additional 
authorities  for  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived  in 
the  present  case. 

The  cases  to  which  I  refer  are  R.  v.  Phelps  (a),  R.  v. 
Birch  (i),  R.  v.  St  Oeorge  (c),  and  jB.  v.  Crumpton  (d). 

These  cases  differing  in  some  respects  in  circumstances, 
all  agree  in  the  principle  upon  which  the  statute  is  appli* 
cable — that  the  prisoner  can  only  be  found  guilty  under  the 


(0)  2  Moo.  C.  C.  240.  .  (b)  1  Ben.  0.  C.  186. 

(e)  9G.  ftp.  483.  (<0  Car.&M.  600. 
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1851.  Act  of  Parliament  of  an  assault  which  was  involTed  in  and 
Bbo.  v.  formed  part  of  the  act  or  transaction  which  was  charged  as 
a  felony  in  the  indictment.  This  is  stated  in  terms  by  my 
brother  Parke  in  H.  v.  St  George,  in  which  he  refers  to 
the  former  case  of  B.  v.  Outteridge  to  the  same  effect; 
and  it  is  the  opinion  of  my  brother  Patteson  in  B.  y. 
Crumpton,  and  is  that  of  all  the  Judges  in  B.  v.  Birch 
and  B.  v.  Phelps. 

Assuming  then,  that  the  principle  upon  which  the  ques- 
tion, whether  a  prisoner  charged  with  a  felony  including  an 
assault,  can,  if  acquitted  of  the  felony,  be  conyioted  of  an 
assaidt,  is  settled  by  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred^  it 
only  remains  to  apply  that  principle  to  the  present  case. 
The  prisoners  were  charged  upon  the  first  indictment  with 
the  mmder  of  Mary  Aim  Parsons,  by  beatiiig,  Btaiking  and 
kicking  her  at  different  times  as  stated  in  the  indictment. 
The  act  or  transaction  charged  as  afehny  was  an  assault- 
ing and  beating,  which  caused  the  death  of  Mary  Ann 
Parsons.  The  death  was  proved  by  the  prosecutors  to  have 
been  wholly  caused  by  a  blow  given  very  shortly  before  the 
4th  January  1850,  but  as  there  was  no  evidence  that  it 
was  ioflicted  by  either  of  the  prisoners  they  were  acquitted 
of  the  felony  with  which  they  were  charged. 

But  it  was  proved  in  the  course  of  the  trial  that  on 
several  days  and  occasions  before  the  day  when  the  fatal 
blow  was  given,  the  prisoners  had  assaulted  and  beaten  the 
deceased,  but  those  assaults  were  quite  distinct  and  inde- 
pendent of  the  act  or  transaction  which  caused  the  death. 
It  is  true  that  the  felony  is  charged  to  have  been  oonunitted 
by  beating — that  the  deceased  did  die  by  beating,  and  that 
the  prisoners  were  proved  to  have  beaten  her;  but  the 
assaults  and  beating  proved  against  them  did  not  form  part 
of  the  act  or  transaction  which  teas  charged  as  a  felony  in 
the  indictment;  the  act  or  transaction  charged  was  the 
assaulting  and  beating  which  actually  caused  the  death. 
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The  Grown  prosecuted  in  respeot  of  an  assault  and       1851. 
blows  which  caused  death,  and  proved  that  at  a  particular      b^oTv. 
time  a  blow  was  inflicted  by  some  one,  which  did  cause  the       ^'^^^ 
death  of  the  deceased ;  it  was  that  blow,  and  that  only, 
whioh  caused  the  death,  and  was  in  fact,  as  it  appeared  by 
the  eyidence  for  the  Crown,  the  act  which  was  charged  as 
felonious.    The  prisoners  were  not  prored  to  have  com- 
mitted that  act,  nor  were  any  of  the  assaults  and  beatings 
proved  against  them  any  part  of  the  transaction  which  the 
Crown  proved  to  be  the  cause  of  death,  and  were  therefore 
not  involved  in,  nor  did  they  form  part  of  the  act  or  trans- 
action which  was  charged  as  a  felony  in  the  indictment. 

In  JR.  V.  Birch  and  others^  the  prisoners  were  indicted 
for  feloniously  assaulting  and  robbing  the  prosecutor,  with 
violence.  The  evidence  proved  that  the  prosecutor  was 
attacked  by  several  persons  and  knocked  down,  and  the 
prisoner  was  seen  to  strike  him  whilst  on  the  ground  with 
other  persons  about  him  also  misusing  him  ;  but  by  reason 
of  the  absence  of  the  prosecutor  the  charge  of  felony  was 
not  supported,  but  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  an  assaiilt 
under  the  statute;  and  held  rightiy,  because  the  assault 
formed  part  of,  and  was  involved  in,  the  act  or  transaction 
which  was  charged  as  a  felony  in  the  indictment.  It  was 
clear  that  it  was  at  that  time  that  the  felony  charged  in  the 
indictment  was  committed,  if  at  all,  and  the  assault  formed 
part  of  that  transaction,  and  was  involved  in  it.  The  dis- 
tinction between  that  and  the  present  case  appears  to  me 
clear.  If,  in  the  present  case,  it  had  appeared  that  at  the 
time  the  mortal  injury  was  received,  the  prisoners  were  with 
the  deceased,  and  had  assaulted  and  beaten  her  immediately 
before,  but  that  the  evidence  raised  a  doubt  whether  the 
mortal  injury  was  occasioned  by  those  blows,  or  by  a  fall 
which  might  be  attributed  to  accident,  and  on  that  ground 
the  jury  had  acquitted  the  prisoners  of  felony,  I  should  think 
that  they  might  have  been  convicted  of  assault  under  the 
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1851 .       statute ;  for  in  that  case  the  assault  proved  would  have  been 
jjj^^       involved  in  and  formed  part  of  the  act  or  transaction  charged 
BiBD.       ag  j^  felony  in  the  indictment,  and  prosecuted  as  such ;  and 
though  the  evidence  failed  to  establish  it  as  a  felony  it  was 
the  only  transaction  which  was  intended  to  be  charged  as 
felonious;  if  that  was  not  felonious  there  was  no  other ;  but 
the  assaults  in  question  were  wholly  unconnected  with,  and 
independent  of,  the  transaction  which  was  proved  on  the 
part  of  the  prosecution  to  have  caused  the  death  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  which  was  the  felony  charged  against  the  prison- 
ers, and  of  which  they  might  have  been  found  guilty,  if  they 
could  have  been  proved  to  have  been  actors  in  it.    I  may 
observe  that  the  issue  taken  by  the  replication  to  the  plea  of 
autrefois  acquit  is,  "  That  the  prisoners  were  not  upon  the 
previous  trial  acquitted  of  the  felony  and  murder,  including 
the  same  identical  assaults  charged  in  the  second  indict- 
ment."   For  the  reasons  I  have  given,  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  felony  and  murder  charged  in  the  first  indictment 
did  not  include  the  same  identical  assaults  charged  in  the 
second  indictment.    The  learned  Commissioner,  in  charg- 
ing  the  jury,  told  them  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  there 
were  several  distinct  and  independent  assaults,  some  or  any 
of  which  did  not  in  any  way  conduce  tq  the  death  of  the 
deceased,  it  would  be  their  duty  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
Crown.    The  whole  of  this  charge  is  hardly  correct,  as  the 
question  is  not  whether  the  assault  conduced  to  the  death 
of  the  deceased,  but  whether  it  was  part  of  the  very  act  or 
transaction  which  was  charged  as  a  felony  in  the  first 
indictment.    But  this  is  not  a  case  for  a  new  trial,  and  the 
question  substantially  is,  whether,  notwithstanding  this  de- 
fect, if  it  be  one,  the  verdict  is,  under  all  the  circumstances 
right ;  the  charge  directs  the  jury  to  the  main  point,  whe- 
ther the  assaults  were  distinct  and  independent  assaults, 
clearly  meaning  distinct  and  independent  of  that  which  was 
involved  in  and  part  of  the  act  or  transaction  charged  as  a 
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felony  by  the  prosecmtion,  and  upon  the  great  point  seems       1861. 
substantially  correct;   and  it  would  be  too  much  to  set      -ssa.v. 
aside  a  verdict  fully  warranted  by  the  evidence,  because        ^°®' 
upon  a  critical  examination  of  the  Judge's  charge,  there 
may  have  been  a  partial  defect;  the  charge,  upon  the 
whole,  is  substantially  correct. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  could  not, 
consistently  with  the  principle  which  I  have  already  stated, 
hare  been  convicted,  upon  the  first  indictment,  of  those 
assaults  which  were  the  subject  of  the  second  indictment ; 
and  that  the  verdict  which  has  been  found  for  the  Grown  is 
right. 

Maijle,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  prisoners  were  en- 
titled to  an  acquittal.  The  prisoners,  who  were  indicted 
for  an  assault,  having  pleaded  that  the  assault  was  compre-  * 

hended  in  the  indictment  for  murder,  which  was  denied, 
the  question  which  we  are  now  called  upon  to  determine 
arose.  It  seems  to  me,  upon  the  evidence,  aod,  indeed, 
upon  what  is  not  at  all  disputed  by  anybody,  that  the 
assaxdts  charged  upon  the  second  indictment  were  assaults 
comprehended  in  the  felonious  violence  charged  upon  the 
former  occasion.  Now  -the  prisoners  upon  the  former 
occasion  were  indicted  for  murdering  Mary  Ann  Par- 
'sons  by  beating.  There  were  a  considerable  number  of 
counts  stating  various  assaults,  and  stating,  as  the  result  of 
them,  that  the  girl  was  murdered.  Upon  the  second  occa- 
sion, no  doubt  was  raised  at  all  that  the  assaults  for  which 
it  was  intended  to  try  the  prisoners  were  the  very  same 
assaults  that  had  been  given  in  evidence  upon  the  former 
occasion,  and  which  were  comprehended  in  some  of  the 
counts  of  the  indictment  upon  that  occasion. 

The  crime  charged  is,  I  think,  to  be  determined  by  look- 
ing at  the  indictment ;  the  indictment  is  the  legal  charge, 

VOL.  I.  M  H 
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1 851 .       A^<^  there  tlie  crime  is  charged  in  seyeral  coimts  comprehend- 
^  ing  assaults,  comprehending  different  assaults,  comprehend- 

BoKD.  ing^  according  to  concession,  those  very  assaults  for  which 
the  prisoners  were  secondly  tried.  They  were  acquitted 
upon  the  first  indictment,  and  they  were  no  doubt  entitled 
to  be  acquitted  upon  the  eyidence  given  before  my  learned 
brother  Talfourd,  J.,  upon  that  trial ;  and  no  doubt  oould 
ever  have  entered  into  the  mind  of  anybody  who  knew  any- 
thing  about  the  matter,  that  they  were  entitled  to  be 
acquitted  of  the  murder  upon  all  those  counts,  and  they 
were,  in  fact,  acquitted  upon  all  those  counts ;  and  they 
were  acquitted  of  everything  which  could  have  been  proved 
under  any  one  of  those  counts.  Now  putting  aside  the 
grave  doubt  which  has  been  raised  by  two  of  my  learned 
brothers,  at  least,  whether  upon  any  indictment  for  homi- 
cide, according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  statute,  you  could 
convict  of  assaults,  and  assuming  that  you  could,  (which 
I  think  we  must  do)  then  it  seems  to  me  that  upon  evexy 
one  of  those  counts  in  that  indictment  (in  whatever  way 
they  were  dealt  with  by  the  Counsel  for  the  prosecution 
upon  that  occasion)  the  prisoners  were  entitied  to  the  fall 
benefit  of  the  acquittal ;  that  is,  just  to  the  same  benefit 
of  acquittal  as  the  prisoners  would  have  been  entitied  to, 
if  any  one  of  those  counts  had  stood  alone.  I  cannot  at 
all  understand,  upon  the  assumption  that  I  have  already 
made,  how  you  can  make  a  distinction  between  the  dif- 
ferent counts  of  the  indictment.  I  do  not  know  that  any 
distinction  is  actually  made.  Suppose  any  one  of  them 
had  stood  alone ;  for  the  sake  of  simplifying  the  matter, 
suppose  the  count  charging  an  assault  on  the  6th  of 
November,  which  was  said  to  have  ended  in  the  felonious 
death  of  the  deceased  had  stood  alone,  and  the  evidenoe 
had  been  given  whidix  was  given  in  respect  of  the  death, 
and  the  jury  had  been  of  opinion  that  death  had  been 
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produced  by  that  assault,  they  might  have  oonyicted  the       1851. 
prisoner  under  that  one  oount  for  murder  or  manslaughter ;       ^^^^  ^ 
and  if  the  jury  might  have  convicted  the  prisoners  of  any       ^^*^- 
of  the  assaults,  they  must  be  taken,  I  thinks  to  have  ac- 
quitted them  of  the  whole. 

There  may  be  some  inconvenience  arising  from  whatever 
construction  is  put  upon  this  act ;  and  that  the  point  itself 
is  doubtful,  I  think  is  demonstrated  by  the  fact  that  there 
are  so  many  of  the  learned  Judges  entertaining  an  opinion 
contrary  to  that  which  I  entertained  myself — otherwise,  I 
certainly  should  have  thought  that  it  was  a  clear  point 
enough.  Upon  the  former  occasion  the  indictment  stated 
in  general  terms  indeed,  but  in  terms  which  it  is  not  at  all 
questioned  were  intended  to  comprehend,  and  did  compre- 
hend, the  particular  transactions  given  in  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  prosecution  at  the  trial.  The  indictment 
charged  those  very  acts  in  several  counts,  and  those  very 
acts  charged  in  those  counts  were  before  the  jury,  and 
whether  it  was  assault  or  whether  it  was  felony,  (I  cannot 
see  any  ground  for  the  reasoning  which  has  been  urged, 
that  where  there  has  been  no  felony  you  cannot  convict 
of  assault ;  that  is  contrary  to  every  day's  practice,)  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  was  quite  competent  for  a  con- 
viction of  assault  to  have  taken  place,  and  that  there- 
fore the  parties  were  tried  a  second  time  for  the  same 
ofience. 

The  acquittal  upon  the  former  occasion  seems  to  have 
taken  place  very  much  by  the  consent  of  all  parties. 
The  case  seems  to  have  failed  as  to  the  murder,  and 
after  that  was  decided  a  conviction  of  assault  was  not 
pressed ;  and  indeed  it  is  not  very  usual  in  cases  of  indict* 
ment  for  murder  to  press  for  a  conviction  of  assault.  It  is 
very  seldom  indeed  that  I  have  known  it  pressed  for,  which 
is  perhaps  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  convenience  of  the 
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1851.       interpretation  which  some  of  my  learned  brethren  haye 
jjjj^^       suggested,  and  which  might  perhaps  be  properly  adopted  if 
Bnu).       ^Q  ^Qj^  jjQt  tonnd  by  contrary  decisions. 

I  think  that  the  prisoners  had  been  formerly  tried  and 
acqiutted  of  that  of  which  they  have  been  conyicted  upon 
the  second  occasion,  and  therefore  that  the  conviction  is 
bad. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  have  considered  this  case  with  aU  the 
attention  which  the  known  conflict  of  opinions  upon  it 
among  the  Judges  made  it  proper  for  me  to  bestow ;  and, 
although  I  cannot  say  that  I  have  arriyed  at  a  conclusion 
free  from  all  doubt,  yet  upon  the  whole  I  think  that  the 
conyiction  was  right. 

The  question  depends  on  the  true  construction  to  be  put 
upon  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  **  at  the  trial  of  any 
person  for  any  felony  whatever,  where  the  crime  charged 
shall  include  an  assault  against  the  person,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony,  and  to  find  a 
verdict  of  guilty  of  assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if 
the  evidence  shall  warrant  such  finding."  These  words  are 
very  general,  and  yet  as  justice  requires,  so  I  think  from 
the  very  words,  if  closely  examined,  some  limitations  will 
be  found  dearly  implied  upon  their  generality,  and  these  it 
will  be  right  to  point  out. 

First.  I  remark  the  change  of  language  from  '^  felony  "  to 
^^  crime  charged."  The  first  points  to  the  spedeB,  the 
second  to  the  individual  case,  and  that  case  must  be 
'^charged;"  t.  &.,  expanded  in  statement  on  the  indict- 
ment. The  statute  therefore  applies  only  where  the  indi- 
vidual crime,  being  a  felony  in  itself  involving  an  assault, 
shall,  as  it  is  charged  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  indude 
an  assault  on  the  person ;  and  the  whole  charge  will  be 
compounded  of  the  assault,  and  all  those  circumstances^ 
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whether  of  aot,  intent,  or  oonsequenoes,  wHoh  go  to  make      1851. 
the  felony  complete — ^these,  with  the  formeri  altogether 


making  one  whole.  Bibd. 

The  statute  then  proceeds  to  say,  that  in  suoh  case  the 
jury  may  "acquit  of  the  felony"  and  find  a  verdict  of 
"  guilty  of  assault."  Whether  this  means  that  they  may 
first  acquit  of  the  whole  charge  as  preferred,  and  then, 
looking  at  the  facts  composing  it,  select  one,  and  find  the 
prisoner  guilty  of  the  assault  as  a  new  charge,  or  only  that 
they  may  acquit  of  the  felonious  part  of  the  charge  and 
convict  of  the  assault  which  formed  the  other  part,  is 
immateiifll ;  for  in  either  way  the  assault  of  which  they 
find  guilty  must  dearly  have  been  that  which  was  involved 
in  and  made  part  of  the  one  entire  crime  charged  on  the 
face  of  the  indictment.  No  one  reading  the  section,  and 
at  all  accustomed  to  the  rules  of  legal  interpretation,  would 
suppose  that  any  independent  assault,  though  receivable  in 
evidence  it  may  be  as  conducing  to  the  proof  of  the  pri- 
soner's guilt,  could  be  made  the  subject  of  the  verdict ;  that 
would  be  to  convict  the  prisoner  of  an  offence  with  which 
he  had  never  been  charged,  against  which  he  had  never  in 
fact  defended  himself,  and  which  he  could  not  be  supposed 
prepared  to  do. 

Thus  far  seems  clear.  But  a  further  question  is  raised 
upon  the  words  "  acquit  of  the  felony."  An  acquittal  may 
take  place  where  one  prisoner  only  is  charged,  either  be- 
cause the  proof  fails  to  show  that  any  felonious  act  has  been 
committed,  or  because  the  act  appearing  to  be  felonious  is 
not  brought  home  to  the  prisoner ;  and  when  more  than 
one  prisoner  is  charged  also,  because  he  is  not  proved  to 
have  taken  part  in  the  act,  which,  as  to  all  or  some  of  those 
charged  with  him,  is  found  to  be  felonious.  The  statute 
does  not  in  terms  regard  thelse  distinctions ;  nor  do  I  think 
it  material  to  follow  them  out ;  because,  if  they  at  all  affect 
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1851.  the  application  of  the  statute — t.  e.  if  the  statute  does  not 
Bbo.v.  *PP^y  *^  ^  ^^^^^  ^^  acquittal,  but  only  to  some — ^it  will  be 
BiBD.  found,  I  am  convinced,  if  the  inquiry  be  fully  followed  out,  to 
depend  on  this ; — ^whether  on  the  given  ground  of  acquittal 
the  assault  could  or  could  not  be  part  of  the  whole  crime 
charged  as  felonious.  It  seems  to  me  too,  I  own,  that  to 
make  this  directly  the  test  of  the  applicability  of  the  statute 
leads  to  a  more  technical,  or,  if  it  be  thought  a  fitter  ex- 
pression, a  more  strictly  scientific  rule  of  construction,  than 
is  proper  for  the  occasion ;  for  I  conceive  it  dear,  that  the 
statute  was  framed  to  meet  a  commonly  occurring  evil  of 
the  entire  escape  from  punishment  of  one  who  was  dearly- 
guilty  of  a  part  of  the  charge  because  he  was  not  found 
guilty  of  the  whole,  and  that  in  framing  their  remedy  for 
this,  the  framers  were  not  careful  to  observe  the  precise 
conditions  of  the  existing  criminal  law :  indeed  the  remedy 
is  founded  on  an  avowed  innovation  upon  it.  Whether  this 
might  have  been  avoided,  or  had  better  have  been  avoided, 
is  not  the  question :  our  duty  is  to  interpret  the  statute  as 
we  find  it,  and  bearing  this  in  mind, — in  order  the  better  to 
fulfil  its  intents. 

But  recurring  to  that  which  I  consider  the  true  and 
more  expedient  test,  whetiier  in  any  given  case  a  party 
acquitted  of  felony  may  be  found  guiUy  of  assault — ^the  test, 
namely,  whether  the  assault  of  which  it  is  proposed  to  find 
him  guilty,  formed  part  of  the  whole  crime  charged  as 
felonious — ^the  question  still  arises,  how  are  you  prac- 
tically to  ascertain  that  P  And  here  I  think  it  most  con- 
venient to  introduce  the  case  of  B,  v.  Birch  and  Hardy  (a), 
because  the  resolution  in  that  case  brings  us  down  to  that 
point  in  the  inquiry  at  which  I  have  now  arrived.  The 
Judges  there  are  reported,  according  to  the  manuscript 

{a)  1  Den.  C.  G.  186. 
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note  of  my  brother  Parke,  to  have  thought  "that  the       1851. 

enaoianent  was  not  to  be  confined  to  oases  where  the  pri-  — z 

Boner  committed  an  assault  in  the  prosecution  of  an  attempt  Bibd. 
to  oommit  a  felony ;  .nor  was  it  to  be  extended  to  all  cases 
in  which  the  indictment  for  a  felony  on  the  face  of  it 
charged  an  assault.''  But  they  were  of  opinion,  that  "  in 
order  to  conyict  of  an  assault  under  the  section,  the  assault 
must  be  included  in  the  charge  on  the  face  of  the  indict- 
ment, and  also  be  part  of  the  very  act  or  transaction  which 
the  Grown  prosecutes  as  a  felony  by  the  indictment." 

The  rule  here  laid  down  is  the  same  to  which  a  mere 
consideration  of  the  words  of  the  statute,  unaided  by  any 
decision,  would  have  brought  me.  But  then  arises  the 
qnestion,  how  in  any  given  case  it  is  to  be  ascertained 
whether  the  assault  on  which  the  verdict  is  to  be  allowed 
to  pass  was  "  included  in  the  charge  and  on  the  face  of  the 
indictment,"  and  also  whether  it  be  "  part  of  the  very  act 
or  transaction  which  the  Grown  prosecutes  as  a  felony  by 
the  indictment."  The  generality  of  the  language  of  our 
indictments  makes  it  impossible  to  determine  the  first 
question  merely  by  looking  to  the  face  of  the  instrument. 
We  can  learn  no  more  from  that  than  whether  any  assault 
is  charged  or  not;  what  assault;  when,  where,  or  how 
committed :  all  particulars,  in  short,  from  which  identification 
of  charge  and  proof  as  to  specific  assaults  could  be  made 
out  are  left  entirely  unascertained  by  that — a  state  of 
things  at  first  sight  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the  theory 
of  pleading,  with  however  little  inconvenience  it  may  be 
found  to  work  in  practice. 

Again,  it  would  not  be  right  to  let  the  determination  of 
the  second  question  depend  upon  the  opening  speech  of 
Gounsel  for  the  Grown,  nor  on  the  course  he  may  pursue 
in  conducting  his  case :  often  there  is  no  opening  speech, 
often  no  Gounsel  for  the  Grown.  But,  assuming  there  were 
both  in  all  cases,  it  could  not  be  left  to  the  Gounsel  merely 
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1851.       ^7  stating  the  assault  in  the  opening,  or  offering  evidence 
— jj^  ^ —  of  it  in  the  oonrse  of  his  proof,  to  make  the  prisoner  liable 
BiBD.       to  a  verdict  for  it,  unless  the  circnmstanoes  were  aaoh  aA 
really  brought  it  within  the  scope  of  the  statute. 

It  seems  to  me  however,  I  own,  that  there  is  more  seem- 
ing than  real  difficulty  in  a  practical  application  of  the  role 
as  it  is  laid  down  in  JR.  v.  Birch.  In  the  first  place  ibe 
indictment  must  be  supposed  to  have  alleged  an  assault  or 
assaults  (it  is  immaterial  which),  and  one  or  more  must  be 
supposed  to  have  been  given  in  evidence.  It  must  be  sup- 
posed, too,  that  when  the  evidence  is  dosed  the  Judge,  by 
the  light  that  it  affords,  will  have  been  enabled  to  see 
what  act  or  transaction  it  is  which  it  has  been  intended  to 
prosecute  as  a  felony  by  the  indictment  (for  that  which  he 
has  in  fact  attempted  to  substantiate  the  Counsel  must  be 
taken  to  have  intended  to  prosecute) ;  and  with  that  know-* 
ledge,  how  shall  the  Judge  have  any  difficulty  in  seeing 
whether  there  is  any  evidence  to  connect  the  assault  or 
assaults  proved  with  the  felonious  act  or  transaction  whicli 
it  has  been  sought  to  prove  P  It  is  the  province  of  the 
Judge  on  all  trials  to  determine  whether  there  is  any  evi* 
dence  to  prove  an  issue ;  and  the  connection  I  now  speak 
of  is  in  the  nature  of  an  issue.  If  there  be  evidence,  the 
question  for  the  jury  will  be,  do  they  believe  it,  and  also 
the  fact  of  the  assault ;  and  if  they  believe  both  the  pri-» 
soner  will  be  found  guilty  under  the  statute.  Of  course 
what  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  connection  must  he  to 
satisfy  the  statute — ^what  the  evidence,  whether  of  time, 
place,  intent,  or  other  circumstance  to  make  it  out — ^the 
Judge  would  have  to  point  out  to  the  jury.  If  there  be 
in  the  Judge's  opinion  no  such  evidence,  this  matter  could 
never  go  to  the  jury. 

Every  case  of  this  kind  supposes  an  acquittal  of  the  pri- 
soner of  the  felony  charged ;  but  it  has  been  thought  that 
distinctions  may  arise  according  to  the  ground  of  acquittal* 
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Now  this  may  be  either  because  the  juiy  think  no  f elonionfl  1851. 
act  has  been  committed  at  all ;  as,  in  case  of  murder,  that  -Bsa.v, 
the  deceased  has  died  from  natural  causes ;  or  in  robbery,  ^'^' 
that  no  money  or  chattel  has  been  taken  from  the  prose- 
cutor ;  or  because  they  think  the  felonious  act  is  shown  to 
have  been  committed  by  some  third  party  with  whom  the 
prisoner  is  not  so  connected  as  to  be  a  felonious  accomplice; 
or  because,  simply,  they  think  the  act  or  the  felonious  in- 
tention not  satisfactorily  brought  home  to  the  prisoner. 
But  in  all  these  cases,  equally,  the  prisoner  is  disconnected 
with  the  felonious  charge.  The  acquittal  in  all  is  simply 
that  he  is  not  guilty.  A  felony  supposed  to  be  committed 
by  another  or  not  proved  as  to  him,  is,  as  to  him  and  as  to 
the  charge  in  hand,  as  much  no  felony  as  if  none  had  ever 
existed  at  all ;  and,  therefore,  in  all  these  cases  the  sup- 
posed assault  is  equally  disconnected  with  the  felony — ^it 
can  form  no  part  of  that  which,  by  the  assumption,  does 
not  exist  at  all.  But  it  is  obvious  that  this  cannot  prevent 
that  sort  of  connection  which  the  statute  requires,  because 
if  it  did  the  statute,  which  applies  only  in  cases  of  acquittal, 
could  have  no  operation  at  all.  The  ground  of  acquittal 
may  indeed  often,  in  individual  cases,  show  that  the  statute 
cannot  be  resorted  to;  but  it  will  not,  I  conceive,  ever 
make  the  application  of  the  rule,  according  to  the  course  I 
have  sketched  out,  impracticable. 

I  have  forborne  in  these  remarks  from  citing  cases,  with 
the  exception  of  that  of  -B.  v,  Birch^  on  which  I  have  dwelt, 
for  the  obvious  reason  that  it  was  one  decided  by  the  as- 
sembled Judges  in  which  it  was  attempted  to  lay  down  a 
rule  for  future  guidance.  I  have  considered  myself  bound 
by  that  case,  and  my  only  object  has  been  to  understand 
and  apply  it.  Decisions  of  single  Judges,  with  all  the  sincere 
respect  I  feel  for  those  who  have  pronounced  them,  I  think, 
are  not  entitled  to  much  consideration,  where,  as  in  the 
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1861.  present  case,  we  are  trying  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  body^ 
jj^  ^       and  seeking  to  illustrate  and  apply  it. 

Bibb.  There  is,  I  think,  but  one  other  oase  dedded  by  the 

Judges  upon  the  section;  one  so  remarkably  like  the 
present  that  I  am  unable  to  find  any  substantial  difEeranoe 
between  the  two.  I  mean  the  case  of  B.  v.  Phelps  and 
two  others  (a).  like  this,  that  was  a  charge  of  murder 
against  more  than  one  person,  all  charged  as  principals  in 
one  count,  and  the  death  alleged  to  have  been  occasioned 
by  striking  and  beating.  AU  were  acquitted  of  the  felony. 
There  was  evidence  against  two  that  they  were  present  at 
and  took  part  in  the  violence  which  occasioned  the  death, 
but  Phelps,  who  had  struck  the  deceased  several  blows,  had 
gone  away  from  fifteen  to  thirty  minutes  before  the  violence 
was  committed.  The  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  case 
seems,  from  the  report  in  Oarrington  and  Marshman,  rather 
to  have  assumed  that  if  this  evidence  against  Phelps  were 
believed,  he  might  be  found  guilty  of  assault,  and  he  was 
so  convicted.  But  the  Judges  were  imanimously  of  opinion 
that  the  conviction  was  wrong:  they  assumed,  in  fact,  that 
it  was  a  distinct  and  separate  assault;  and  they  laid  down, 
in  substance,  the  same  rule  as  that  afterwards  propounded 
in  JR.  V.  Birchy  viz.,  that  to  bring  a  case  within  the  statute 
'^the  assault  must  be  such  as  forms  one  constituent  part  of 
the  greater  charge  of  felony."  Neither  report  is  full  enough 
to  enable  one  to  say  whether  there  was  any  evidence  to 
connect  Phelps's  assault  with  the  fatal  and  felonious  violence 
of  other  persons,  such  as  to  make  it  part  thereof  without 
making  him  guilty  of  the  felony ;  if  there  were,  the  result 
only  would  have  been  different  but  the  rule  the  same. 
!Even  if  I  thought  this  case  wrongly  decided,  I  should  not 
feel  that  we  were  at  liberty,  divided  as  we  are  in  opinion, 

(a)  2  Moo.  C.  C.  240;  8.  C,  Car.  &  M.  180. 
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to  overrule  it ;  unifoimity  of  deddon,  if  it  be  important  in       1851. 
any  Court  or  in  any  branch  of  the  law,  is  above  all  im-      ^^Tv! 
portant  in  this  Central  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  and  in       ^°^* 
this  branch  of  our  law.    But  it  is  a  great  satisfaction  to 
me,  after  much  doubt  and  fluctuation  of  opinioui  that  I 
can  concur  with  it  entirely  and  have  the  benefit  of  its 
authority. 

My  judgment  is  already  so  much  longer  than  I  could 
have  wished^  that  I  will  not  prolong  it  either  by  applying 
what  I  have  said  at  any  length  to  the  case  before  us,  or  by 
any  consideration  of  the  objection  made  to  the  direction  of 
Mr.  Qumey .  In  my  view  the  latter  cannot  be  necessary,  for 
it  resolves  itself  into  the  main  point ;  and  in  any  view  the 
former  may  be  dispensed  with  after  the  judgments  already 
pronoimced,  and  where  we  all  are  so  familiar  with  the  facts 
and  the  questions  we  liave  had  to  consider.  I  will  only  say 
that  the  assaults  given  in  evidence  on  the  first  trial,  re- 
specting which  the  present  question  has  arisen,  appear  to 
me  to  have  been  so  entirely  and  unquestionably  severed 
from  the  felonious  act  or  transaction  of  which  the  prisoners 
were  acquitted  that  my  brother  Talfourd  was  perfectly 
justified  in  not  submitting  them  to  the  jury.  I  am,  there- 
fore, of  opinion  that  the  present  conviction  was  right. 

Patteson,  J. — Two  questions  appear  to  me  to  arise  in 
this  case;  first,  whether  the  prisoners  could  have  been 
convicted,  upon  the  former  trial,  of  all  the  assaults  charged 
in  the  present  indictment ;  and,  secondly,  even  supposing 
that  they  could  not,  whether  the  proper  points  were  put  to 
the  jury  by  the  learned  Judge  upon  the  present  trial. 

The  former  indictment  contained  several  counts.  In  some 
a  single  act  of  assault  and  murder  was  charged :  in  others 
a  series  of  assaults  on  different  days,  causing  together  the 
death  of  the  deceased,  and  constituting  the  crime  of  murder. 
It  is  plain  that  one  felony  only  is  charged,  from  the  nature 
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1851.       ^^  ^^  Grime — ^murder  of  one  individual ;  it  is  impoflsibLe 

— r that  the  counts  could  be  treated  as  charging  separate 

BiBo.  f  elonieSy  and  the  Judge  could  not  be  called  upon  to  put  the 
prosecutor  to  his  election. 

By  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  death  arose  exclu- 
'  sivelj  from  one  assault  and  wound,  shortly  before  the  death, 

and  that  all  the  other  assaults  were  unconnected  with  the 
death.  The  infliction  of  that  assault  and  wound  was  not 
brought  home  to  either  of  the  prisoners,  consequently  they 
were  entitled  to  be  acquitted  of  the  murder,  and  of  the 
assault  which  really  caused  the  death.  But  several  assaults 
were  proved  against  them,  prior  to  that  which  caused 
the  death,  though  unconnected  with  it;  and  whether 
they  might  have  been  convicted  of  those  assaults  is  tiie 
question. 

The  Stat.  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  o.  85,  s.  11,  provides 
that  '*  on  the  trial  of  any  person  for  any  of  the  offences 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  for  any  felony  whatever,  where 
the  crime  charged  shall  include  an  assault  against  the 
person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony, 
and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  assault,  against  the  person 
indicted,  if  the  evidence  shall  warrant  such  finding."  I  do 
not  think  that  this  clause  is  to  be  confined  to  such  crimes 
as  necessarily  include  an  assault,  as  rape,  robbery,  wounding 
with  intent  to  murder,  and  such  like.  If  it  were  so  con- 
fined, murder  and  manslaughter  woTild  not  be  within  it ; 
for  they  may  be  committed  without  an  assault,  as  by 
poisoning  or  negligence.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  clause 
extends  to  those  crimes,  which  in  their  nature,  may  or  may 
not  include  an  assault ;  and  which  are  charged  in  the  in- 
dictment as  so  doing. 

The  words  of  the  clause  are  very  general,  and  might,  at 
first  sight,  be  supposed  to  warrant  a  conviction  for  assault 
where  the  proof  of  the  felony  failed ;  whether  that  assault 
were  connected  with  the  supposed  felony  or  not,  and  at 
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whatever  time,  however  distinot  from  the  time  of  the  sap-  1851. 
posed  felony,  it  took  place.  But  the  manifest  injustice  of  ^"rT 
BO  construing  them  has  made  it  necessaiy  to  put  some 
limitation  upon  their  meaning;  accordingly,  many  cases 
have  occurred  in  which  learned  Judges  have  felt  themselves 
bound  to  lay  down  what  they  considered  to  be  the  true 
limitation. 

Those  cases  were  cited  and  commented  upon  when  the 
present  case  was  argued,  and  I  do  not  propose  to  enter  into 
a  detailed  examination  of  them.  They  are,  for  the  most 
part,  decisions  of  single  Judges  on  the  circuit;  entitled 
certainly  to  have  full  weight  given  to  them,  and  assisting 
us  greatly  in  coming  to  a  right  conclusion  upon  the  present 
ease,  in  which  they  are  in  some  measure  brought  under 
review.  They  are  for  the  most  part  cases  in  which  the 
felony  charged  has  included  a  single  assault ;  and  they  lay 
down  the  rule,  that  in  such  cases  there  can  be  no  conviction 
for  an  independent  assault  at  a  different  time,  because  such 
assault  can,  by  no  reasonable  construction,  be  treated  as 
the  assault  included  in  the  felony  charged. 

There  are,  however,  two  cases  reported  which  have  been 
brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  whole  body  of 
Judges,  and  from  them  I  apprehend  the  rule  may  be  and 
ought  to  be  taken.  I  allude  to  the  cases  of  22.  v.  Phelps 
and  others  (a),  and  R,  v.  Birch  {b). 

In  the  case  of  JB.  v.  Phelps  and  others  (c),  Phelps  and 
two  others  were  indicted  for  murder.  It  turned  out  in 
evidence  that  Phelps,  after  having  assaulted  and  knocked 
down  the  deceased,  ran  away ;  and  that  the  deceased  was 
afterwards  assaulted  and  killed  by  some  other  persons, 
supposed  to  be  the  other  prisoners.  The  two  assaults  were 
not  connected  together.  The  learned  Judge  left  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  the  other  two  prisoners  were 

(a)  2  Moo.  G.  C.  240.  {b)  1  Den.  C.  C.  185. 

(r)  Reported  also  in  C.  &  M.  180. 
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1851.  guilty  of  manslatLghter}  and  told  them  they  musfc  acquit 
-Bsa.v.  Phelps  of  the  felony,  but  find  him  guilty  of  assault.  They 
found  the  other  two  prisoners  not  guilty,  and  Phelps  goiliy 
of  assault.  But  upon  ref  erenoe  to  all  the  Judges,  it  was 
held  unanimously,  that  Phelps,  could  not  under  the  oir- 
cumstances  be  oonvioted  of  assault.  In  that  case,  as  in 
the  present,  there  was  an  assault  which  caused  the  death, 
but  it  was  not  proved  against  any  of  the  prisoners.  There 
was,  as  in  the  present  case,  an  unconnected  prior  assault 
proved  against  one  prisoner ;  but  it  was  held  by  the  Judges, 
not  to  be  the  assault  included  in  the  felony  charged  by  the 
indictment.  Yet  in  that  case,  as  in  the  present,  the 
assault  committed  by  Phelps  was  supposed,  by  the  framer 
of  the  indictment,  to  be  connected  with  the  death,  and  was 
proved  by  the  Grown,  and  attempted  to  be  connected  with 
it ;  and  it  was  shown  by  the  evidence,  which  was  believed 
by  the  jury,  that  it  was  disconnected  with  the  death.  The 
whole  matter  remained  in  doubt  till  the  jury  foimd  their 
verdict,  by  which  they  acquitted  all  the  prisoners  of  felony, 
not  because  they  did  not  believe  that  a  felony  had  been 
committed  by  some  one,  but  because  it  was  not  proved 
against  any  one  of  the  prisoners.  If  they  had  believed  the 
assault  committed  by  Phelps  to  have  conduced  to  the  death, 
they  must  have  found  him  guilty  of  manslaughter.  The 
indictment  alone,  therefore,  does  not  afford  the  test  as  to 
whether  any  assault  that  is  proved  is  included  in  the  felony 
charged,  but  that  question  depends  upon  the  indictment 
coupled  with  the  evidence.  I  confess  I  am  unable  to  dis- 
tinguish the  case  of  B.  v.  Phelps  and  others^  from  the 
present  case. 

But  it  is  stated  that  the  authority  of  that  case  has 
been  shaken  by  the  subsequent  case  of  22.  v.  Birch 
and  others^  which  is  reported  in  1  Den.  0.  C.  185, 
and  erroneously  said  to  have  been  tried  before  me, 
whereas  it  was  tried  before  Mr.  Armstrong,  Q.C.    So 
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far  from  this  case  shaking  the  authority  of  the  former  one,  1851. 
in  my  judgment  it  entirely  confirms  it.  That  was  a  oharge  bxq.v, 
of  robbery.    The  prosecutor  did  not  appear,  and  there  was  ^^' 

no  proof  of  the  robbery :  but  a  witness  who  saw  the  trans- 
action proved  an  assault,  and  the  jury  not  haying  any  evi- 
dence  of  an  intent  to  rob,  found  ihe  prisoner  guilty  of  com- 
mon assault.  There  was  but  one  transaction  proved,  and 
there  could  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  the  same  transaction 
which  was  supposed  to  be,  and  for  which  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  as,  a  felony.  Mr.  Armstrong  stated  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges,  and  they  held  the  conviction  for  an  ach 
sault  right.  In  the  report  it  is  said, — "  The  Judges  thought^ 
upon  consulting  all  the  authorities,  that  the  enactment  in  the 
statute  was  not  to  be  confined  to  cases  where  the  prisoner 
committed  an  assault  in  the  prosecution  of  an  attempt  to 
commit  a  felony,  nor  was  it  to  be  extended  to  all  cases  in 
which  the  indictment  for  a  felony  on  the  face  of  it  charged 
an  assault.  But  they  were  opinion,  that  in  order  to  con- 
vict of  an  assault  under  this  section,  the  assault  must  be 
included  in  the  charge  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  and 
also  be  part  of  the  very  act  or  transaction  which  the  Crown 
prosecutes  as  a  felony  by  the  indictment." 

This  seems  to  me  to  be  in  exact  accordance  with  22.  v. 
PhelpB  and  others.  No  difiBlculty  can  ever  occur,  as  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  where  the  felony  charged  cannot,  from  its 
nature,  or  does  not,  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  charged, 
include  more  than  one  assault.  One  single  transaction  will' 
be  inquired  into,  and  if  the  prisoner  be  proved  to  have  been 
involved  in  that  transaction,  the  quality  of  his  act,  whether 
felony  or  assault  only,  will  be  the  main  question.  If  the 
evidence  satisfies  the  jury  that  the  assault  alleged  was 
felonious,  but  fails  in  fixing  the  prisoner  as  the  person  com- 
mitting it,  he  must  be  acquitted  altogether,  and  cannot  be 
found  guilty  of  an  independent  assault  committed  at  another 
time. 
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1851.  I  cannot  collect  from  the  language  used  in  the  statate, 

Bbjj  ^,.  nor  can  I  conceive  that  the  legislature  intended,  that  where 
the  evidence  establishes  the  commission  of  a  f  elonj  including 
an  assault  by  somebody,  the  jury  can  ever  be  at  liberty  to 
oonvict  of  an  assault  only.  In  such  case,  either  the  pri- 
soner must  be  guilty  of  the  whole  charge,  or  if  he  be  not 
proved  to  be  the  guilty  person,  he  must  be  acquitted  of  the 
whole.  Any  other  assaults  proved  against  the  prisoner 
cannot  be  taken  to  be  "  part  of  the  very  act  or  transaction 
which  the  Crown  prosecutes  as  a  felony,"  merely  because,  in 
drawing  the  indictment  they  have  been  so  charged  wrongly, 
and  contrary  to  the  real  state  of  the  facts.  There  being  a 
felony  proved  by  the  evidence,  if  the  assaults  proved  against 
the  prisoner  be  connected  with  that  felony,  and  conduce  to 
it,  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  felony ;  if  they  be  not  so  con- 
nected, they  are  no  part  of  the  very  act  or  transaction 
which  the  Crown  prosecutes  as  a  felony. 

If  indeed,  the  very  act  or  transaction  which  the  Crown 
prosecutes  as  a  felony,  turns  out  by  the  evidence  not  to  be 
felonious,  and  so  no  felony  at  all  is  proved,  then,  if  the 
assault  be  proved  against  the  prisoner,  he  maybe  acquitted 
of  felony  and  convicted  of  assault.  And  this  may  be  the 
case  even  in  murder  or  manslaughter,  f or»  it  may  happen 
that  the  prisoner  had  severely  assaulted  the  deceased,  and 
the  death  may  have  been  supposed  to  have  been  the  result 
of  such  assault,  and  the  prisoner  may  have  been  indicted 
for  murder  or  manslaughter  under  such  a  supposition,  yet 
it  may  turn  out  in  evidence  that  the  deceased  died  from 
natural  causes  not  occasioned,  nor  even  aggravated  or  in 
any  way  affected  by  the  assault  proved,  and  in  such  case 
the  prisoner  might,  I  think,  be  convicted  of  an  assault; 
and  I  doubt  whether  the  case  of  iJ.  v.  Crumpton  (a),  was 
rightly  decided,  there  being  in  that  case,  in  truth,  only  one 

(a)  Car.  &  M.  597. 
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assault  proved.  So  that  the  view  I  take  of  the  statute  1851. 
would  not  make  it  impossible  even  to  convict  of  an  assault  kbo.  v. 
on  an  indictment  for  murder  or  manslaughter,  though  it  ^^' 

would  be  very  unlikelj  that  such  a  case  should  occur. 
I  do  not,  however,  mean,  that  even  if  such  a  consequence 
did  necessarily  follow,  it  would  alter  my  view  of  the  statute. 
I  found  my  opinion  upon  what  I  believe  to  be  the  true 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  upon  the  authority  of  the  two 
oases  to  which  I  have  particularly  referred.  I  think  that 
the  question,  whether  the  jury  can  find  a  verdict  of  guilty 
of  assault  depends,  not  merely  on  the  indictment  or  on  the 
course  adopted  by  the  prosecutor  at  the  trials  or  on  what 
he  may  have  attempted  to  prove ;  but  on  the  indictment 
coupled  with  what  was  actually  proved,  and  the  conclusion 
which  the  jury  come  to  on  such  proof.  I  find,  that  in  this 
case  the  death  was  shown  to  have  arisen  exclusively  from 
one  blow  and  assault,  not  proved  to  have  been  committed 
by  the  prisoners ;  that  the  assaults  committed  by  the  pri- 
soners were  prior  to  that  blow,  and,  in  fact,  unconnected 
with  the  death — ^no  part  of  the  very  act  and  transaction 
which  caused  the  death,  and  therefore  no  part  of  the  very 
act  or  transaction  which  the  Grown  can  fairly  be  said  to 
have  prosecuted  as  a  felony;  especially  as  the  act  and 
transaction  which  did  really  cause  the  death  was  an 
assault,  and  was  laid  in  the  indictment,  but  not  brought 
home  to  the  prisoners.  If  it  had  been  brought  home  to 
them,  they  must  have  been  convicted  of  felony ;  it  is  im- 
possible that  they  could  have  been  convicted  of  assault 
only  for  that  assault  which  was  really  included  in  the 
felony  charged;  and  I  cannot,  therefore,  see  how  they 
could  have  been  convicted  of  the  other  assaults  charged 
which  were  not  really  included  in  the  felony  charged, 
merely  because  the  framer  of  the  indictment  chose  to 
insert  them  in  it. 
If  I  am  right  in  my  view  of  this  case  so  far,  then  I  think 

VOL.  I.  N  N 
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1851.  that  the  learned  Judge's  summing  up  was  right.  The 
Beo.  i;.  second  jury,  not  being  bound  by  the  finding  of  the  first,  might 
have  found  that  the  assaults  proved  on  the  second  triBl 
were  connected  with  the  death,  and  if  so,  a  great  difficulty 
might  have  arisen.  The  point,  therefore,  was  important  to 
the  prisoners ;  it  might  have  been  in  their  favour  if  found 
differently  from  what  it  was ;  it  could  not  prejudioe  them, 
if  found  as  it  was.  Again,  even  if  it  was  wrong  to  put  the 
point,  it  was  immaterial,  for  it  lay  on  the  prisoners  to 
prove  their  plea,  and,  in  my  opinion,  they  failed  altogether 
in  doing  so. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
viction is  right. 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  ease,  that  the 
prisoners  are  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in 
their  favour. 

I  had  thought  that  this  question  had  been  concluded  by 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  delivered  in  22.  v.  Birch  and 
others,  till  I  heard  the  opinions  of  my  learned  brethren  to 
the  contrary.  But,  as  it  is  now  clear  that  the  law  on 
this  point  is  still  unsettled,  it  will  be  proper  to  discuss  die 
case  on  principle,  and  to  try  to  construe  the  statute  itself 
before  we  examine  the  cases,  which  it  must  be  allowed  are 
not  altogether  consistent.  The  words  of  the  statute  are 
these :  ^'  On  the  trial  of  any  person  for  any  felony  what- 
ever,  where  the  crime  charged  shall  include  an  assault 
against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury  to  acquit 
of  the  felony  and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  assault 
against  the  person  indicted,  if  the  evidence  shall  warrant 
such  finding." 

It  is  dear,  first,  that  the  words  ^'  crime  charged  "  mean 
crime  charged  as  a  felony,  for  the  enactment  only  takes 
effect  upon  an  acquittal  of  the  felony ;  secondly,  it  is  clear 
that  the  crime  charged  as  a  felony  must  be  one  which  neces- 
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saaily  includes  an  assault.  In  other  words,  the  assault  to  1851. 
fall  within  the  Act  must  be  an  integral  part  of  the  nm,v. 
felony. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  expressly  charged 
on  the  face  of  the  indictmeAt.  It  will  be  sufficient  if  the 
felony  charged  must  of  necessiiy  include  an  assault.  The 
crimes  of  rape,  and  of  cutting  and  wounding  with  intent, 
&o.,  are  instances  of  this  latter  proposition;  although 
there  it  is  not  unusual,  and  perhaps  it  is  better,  expressly 
to  charge  an  assault  in  the  indictment.  But  in  murder  and 
manslaughter  it  is  necessary  to  do  so,  for  murdw  and 
manslaughter  do  not  necessarily  include  an  assault.  The 
cases  of  death  by  poisoning,  or  by  criminal  omission,  are 
instances  of  this. 

We  must  therefore,  in  all  cases,  look  to  the  charge  in 
the  indictment  to  determine  the  point.  Now  in  the  cases 
where  the  indictment  charges  an  assault,  it  does  so  for 
the  most  part  in  such  general  terms,  that  it  is  sometimes 
impossible  by  merely  looking  at  the  indictment  to  identify 
the  particular  assault  which  is  charged  as  an  integral  part 
of  the  felony. 

We  must,  therefore,  often  have  recourse  to  the  evidence 
given  at  the  trial  to  identify  the  assault.  As  soon  as  we 
do  this,  we  obtain  in  those  cases  an  immediate  criterion. 
Let  me  suppose  a  case  of  rape.  In  evidence,  there  is  given 
an  attack  upon  the  female  by  beating  her.  If  this  be  con- 
nected directly  with  the  act  of  obtaining  possession  of  her 
person,  it  is  an  integral  part  of  the  crime  charged.  So 
again,  in  a  charge  of  felonious  wounding,  no  assault,  not 
producing  a  wound,  is  any  part  of  the  crime  charged  as  the 
felony.  It  might  indeed  be  receivable  in  evidence  in  order 
to  show  a  common  purpose,  and  so  to  connect  the  person  who 
assaulted  with  the  felonious  act  of  the  other  who  wounded. 
But,  if  it  fails  to  do  that,  then  such  an  assault  is  not 
within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  for  the  very  state- 
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1851.       ment  of  the  assault  as  proved  disoonneots  it  witib  the  orime 

Beg.  V,      ohnrged. 

BiBD.  ]g^|^  suppose  in  these  cases  that  there  are  assaults  con- 

nected with  the  actual  charge,  and  which  aotuallj  go  to  the 
jury  as  a  part  of  it,  but  the  jury  are  not  satisfied  that  the 
rest  of  the  charge  is  made  out,  then  the  statute  does  applj, 
and  the  verdict  of  assault  maj  follow  upon  such  proof 
given,  and  the  partj  maj  be  punished  for  the  assault  men- 
tioned in  the  indictment,  identified  bj  the  evidence  and 
left  to  the  jury  as  a  part  of  the  felony.  Thus,  in  £.  v. 
Brimilofv  {a),  a  case  of  rape : — a  boy  was  shown  to  have 
attacked  a  girl  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  possession  of 
her  person,  but  being  under  fourteen,  he  could  not  be  by 
law,  as  it  is  toid,  guilty  of  rape.  He  was  found  guilty  of 
assault,  and  yet  he  was  incapable  of  committing  the  felony 
at  all.  But  the  assault  was  an  integral  part  of  the  rape, 
which  was  erroneously  charged  against  him.  So  again 
in  murder : — ^the  indictment  .charges  a  murder  by  an  a&- 
sault,  by  which  a  mortal  injuiy  was  given.  AnaaaaultiB 
proved,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  caused  death,  or  whe- 
ther the  deceased  died  by  some  pre-existing  cause  alone. 
Surely  this  assault  is  part  of  the  charge  of  murder.  It 
must  be  left  to  the  jury  in  order  to  determine  the  guilt. 
Nothing  separates  it  from  murder  but  the  verdict.  If 
opposing  evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  its  causing  or  not 
causing  the  death  be  given,  this  assault,  as  part  of  the 
murder,  put  the  accused  in  immediate  jeopardy  of  life. 
And  is  it  possible  to  make  a  legal  principle  out  of  the  more 
or  less  clearness  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  assault  having 
caused  the  death  P 

But,  if  this  be  true  of  an  assault  (and  I  really  do  not  see 
how  the  case  I  put  can  be  doubtful ;  I  am  sure  I  have 
known  it  the  constant  practice  ever  since  the  statute),  how 

(a)  9  Car.  &  P.  366. 
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are  we  to  distinguish  one  assault  from  several  assaults  P  If  1851. 
the  death  be  charged  as  being  caused  by  these  assaults  ebomT 
combined,  it  is  surely  the  same  as  if  caused  by  one  alone. 
The  several  assaults  then  become  as  much  integral  parts  of 
the  charge  as  the  one  assault  was  before.  And  for  this  I 
have  to  cite,  in  addition  to  the  reason  of  the  thing,  the 
very  high  authority  of  my  brother  Patteson,  JK.  v.  Thomas 
fCrttse  and  Mary  his  wife  (a),  who  were  charged  with 
causing  a  bodily  injury,  dangerous  to  life,  to  a  poor  girl  of 
tender  age  in  their  service ;  first  by  striking  and  beating 
her  with  their  hands  and  fists ;  secondly,  by  kicking  her  in 
the  back ;  thirdly,  by  seizing  and  lifting  her  up  and  striking 
her  head  against  a  wooden  beam ;  and  fourthly,  by  casting 
and  throwing  her  on  a  brick  floor.  In  that  case  there  were 
four  distinct  assaults.  The  intent  to  murder,  however,  not 
being  made  out  to  the  jury's  satisfaction,  the  crime  charged 
was  not  a  felony.  But  the  prisoners  were  found  guilty  of 
assault,  for  the  assaults  were  all  parts  of  the  crime  charged ;  • 
and  this  ruling  of  my  learned  brother  was  supported  by  all 
the  Judges  on  the  case  being  reserved.  How  does  this 
case  differ  in  principle  from  the  one  now  before  us  P  Here 
several  assaults  between  two  particular  days  named  in  the 
indictment  were  charged  as  together  causing  death.  There 
several  assaults  were  charged  as  producing  a  bodily  injury, 
dangerot^  to  life.  Here  the  assaults  causing  death  were 
charged  as  having  been  committed  of  malice  aforethought. 
There  the  assaults  producing  a  dangerous  bodily  injury 
were  charged  as  committed  with  intent  to  murder.  If  the 
assaults  in  R.  v.  Crtise  and  wife  were  part  of  the  crime 
charged,  the  assaults  in  R,  v.  Bird  and  icife,  which  fell 
within  the  days  limited  by  the'4ndictment,  were  part  of  the 
crime  charged  also.  Bird  and  wife  therefore  were  in  jeo- 
pardy, under  the  indictment  for  murder,  of  being  punished 

(a)  2  Moo.  C.  G.  53. 
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1851.      for  these  assaults,  though  not  for  anj  other  assaults  not  in^ 

jisfi.f,,      eluded  within  the  limits  of  the  days  fixed  by  the  indiofanent 

BiBD.       jf  gQ^  lY^Q  aoquittal  being  general,  cadit  qucestio  ;  they  may 

plead  that  aoquittal  in  bar  of  a  seoond  indictment. 

But,  I  understand,  that  some  of  my  learned  brethren 
conceive  that  the  two  cases  are  distinguishable  on  ilio 
groimd  that,  in  the  case  of  R.  v.  Bird  and  mfe^  there  was 
given  in  evidence  a  particular  blow  which  did  cause  death, 
and  that  so  there  was  a  separate  felony  proved,  though  not 
one  committed  by  the  prisoners.    But  this  is,  I  conceive,  a 
fallacy.    If  the  special  circumstances  of  that  blow  are  un- 
known (imd  that  they  are  so  is  quite  clear),  who  can  pro- 
perly sdjy  that  such  blow  was  felonious  P    To  say  so  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  petitio  principiu    Such  a  blow  by  an  un- 
known hand  is  in  law  tmdistinguishable  from  a  disease 
causing  death,  or  any  other  circumstances  for  which  the 
prisoners  are  not  responsible ;  and,  if  the  blow  is  attributed 
-  to  a  third  person,  that  person  has  no  means  of  coming  before 
the  jury  to  explain  the  circumstances  of  the  blow.    This 
therefore  is,  I  apprehend,  a  distinction  without  a  difference. 
I  conceive  then,  that  the  statute  applies  in  all  cases 
where  the  crime  charged  consists  necessarily  of  an  assault, 
and  something  more,  which  '^  something  more "  converts 
the  assault  from  misdemeanour  into  a  felony.    Thus,  if 
we  analyze  a  charge  of  cutting  and  wounding:  it  is, 
first,  a  wounding  which  necessarily  includes  an  assault; 
secondly,  it  is  with  one  of  the  intents  mentioned  in  the 
statute.    Now  the  first,  if  proved  alone,  stiU  leaves  the 
case  a  misdemeanour ;  it  is  the  finding  of  the  second,  which 
alone  makes  it  a  felony.    The  jury  in  acquitting  of  the 
felony,  may  therefore  find  the  first,  if  proved,  which  is  an 
assault.    The  crime  of  manslaughter  by  violence  in  like 
manner,  if  divided,  is  first  an  assault ;  secondly,  an  assault 
which  causes  death.     Of  these  two  the  felony  is  composed. 
If  the  second  be  not  found,  the  first  is  an  assault ;  if  the 
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Beoond  be  found,  it  must  in  all  oases  be  felony.     If  tbere-       1851. 
fore,  no  one  can  be  found  guilty  of  assault,  unless  it  be  an      bm,v. 
assault  which  caused  death  or  contributed  to  cause  death,        ^^^* 
the  statute  can  never  apply  to  any  case  of  murder  or  man- 
slaughter at  alL    But,  surely  it  would  be  wrong  so  to  con- 
strue the  statute ;  for  the  statute  says,  "  any  felony  what- 
ever, in  which  the  crime  charged  includes  an  assault.''    It 
would  be  a  strange  construction  of  it,  (imless  we  are  to 
decide  npon  some  supposed  spirit  or  intention  of   the 
Legislature,  casting  aside  the  letter  altogether)  to  say  that 
manslaughter  by  violence,  a  crime  which  clearly  is  a  felony, 
and  which  as  clearly  includes  an  assault,  is  not  within  these 
express  words.    But  this  was  in  substance  the  criterion 
put  by  the  learned  Commissioner  to  the  jury,  when  he 
summed  up  the  facts  on  this  plea. 

On  this  narrow  ground  alone  of  the  misdirection,  I 
conceive  that  this  conviction  is  clearly  wrong ;  because  the 
proper  question  was  not  put  to  the  jury.  But  I  wish  also  to 
express  my  opinion  on  the  more  general  question.  I  proceed 
therefore  to  advert  to  some  of  the  cases ;  and  first,  to  22. 
V.  Watkim  (a),  which  seems  to  me  to  have  been  decided  on 
right  principles,  although  I  entertain  a  doubt,  whether  a 
clause  in  the  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  2,  not  adverted 
to  apparently,  might  not  make  it  proper  to  reconsider  the 
particular  case,  if  it  should  occur  again.  There  the  prisoner 
was  charged  with  breaking  and  entering  a  dwelling-house 
with  intent  to  commit  a  rape,  and  also  with  assaulting  J.  S., 
being  in  the  dwelling-house.  The  Judges,  when  the  case 
was  reserved,  thought  that  the  whole  felony  consisted  in 
the  burglary,  and  that  the  assault  was  only  an  aggravation ; 
and  so  they  held  the  assault  no  part  of  the  crime  charged 
as  felony,  and  the  conviction  of  assault  wrong :  I  agree 
entirely  with  the  principle,  though,  I  doubt  whether,  after 

(a)  2  Moo.  0.  0.  217, 
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1851.       the  statute  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Viot.  o.  86,  b.  2,  expressly  made 
Beq.u.       the  whole  charge  (including  the  assault)  a  capital  felony,  the 
^"^^       verdict  ought  not  to  have  heen  sustained. 

To  the  above  cases  may  be  added  the  case  of  22.  v.  Gui- 
teridge  (a),  and  the  case  of  JK.  v.  St,  George  (6),  where 
the  law  was,  I  think,  clearly  laid  down  by  my  brother 
Parke. 

On  the  other  hand,  reliance  is  placed  on  the  case  of 
22.  V.  Phelps  {c)y  which  it  is  said  cannot  be  reconciled 
with  the  above  view  of  the  law.  On  looking  at  that  in- 
dictment, which  is  to  be  found  in  C.  &  M.  180, 1  find  that 
the  murder  there  was  charged  by  striking  and  beating  the 
deceased.  The  point  made  was,  however,  that  the  assault 
by  Phelps  was  altogether  discoimected  with  the  felony ; 
and  the  Judges  decided  that  of  this  he  was  improperly 
convicted,  and  I  apprehend  that  their  decision  may  be 
explained  thus : — At  the  close  of  the  case,  there  were  two 
separate  and  distinct  charges  before  the  Court,  one  of 
assault  by  Phelps  alone,  and  another  of  a  joint  felony  at 
another  time  by  Southam  and  the  third  prisoner.  Now 
the  judge  ought  not  to  have  put  both  to  the  jury — and  if, 
as  was  his  duty,  he  put  one  only,  it  was  clear  that  he  ought 
to  put  the  felony  to  them ;  Phelps,  therefore,  ought  to 
have  been  acquitted  altogether.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of 
one  wounding,  which  may  be  a  felony  in  one  and  a  misde- 
meanour in  another ;  according  to  the  proof,  or  failure  of 
proof,  of  the  intent  with  which  the  act  was  done..  There, 
only  one  act  goes  to  the  jury  for  their  decision.  On  this 
ground  22.  v.  Phelps  may  well  stand  as  an  authority  with- 
out affecting  this  case ;  and  upon  the  same  principle  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindal  acted  when  he  detennined  the  case  of 
22.  V.  M^Phane  and  others  (d).  There  also  three  prisoners 
were  indicted  for  feloniously  wounding.   As  to  two  of  them , 

(a)  9  Oar.  &  P.  471.  W  Ibid.  p.  494. 

{€)  2  Moo.  0.  0.  240.  (d)  0.  &  M .  212. 
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a  joint  act  of  wounding  was  proved;  but  at  this  act  the       1851. 
third  prisoner  was  not  present,  nor  did  he  oonour  in  it.       jle^.v. 
He  afterwards  oommitted  another  assault  on  the  prose-        ^^^' 
outor.    Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  left  the  joint  felony  to 
the  jury,  and  directed  the  third  prisoner  to  be  acquitted 
altogether. 

I  cannot,  however,  agree  with  the  decision  on  which,  in 
this  case,  my  brother  Talfourd  very  naturally  acted  at  the 
first  trial ;  I  allude  to  JS.  v.  Crumpton  (a),  decided  by  my 
brother  Fatteson.  That  was  murder  by  a  course  of  iU 
usage,  including  a  beating  expressly  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment. That  beating  was  proved,  though  it  did  not  contri- 
bute to  cause  the  death ;  but  surely  it  was  part  of  those  acts 
which  were  altogether  charged  as  causing  death,  and  so 
producing  the  murder.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed,  as  my 
learned  brother  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  this  would 
lead  to  a  fraudulent  insertion  in  the  indictment  of  an  assault 
wholly  disconnected  with  the  charge.  We  cannot  act  on 
such  a  presumption. 

Indeed,  it  may  perhaps  be  a  little  doubtful  whether  an 
assault  charged  as  having  with  other  acts  not  ejuadem 
generis  caused  together  the  death,  would  not  be  so  integral 
a  part  of  the  charge  as,  if  not  proved,  to  entitle  a  prisoner 
to  an  acquittal  on  the  ground  of  a  variance  as  to  the  mode 
of  death  chai^d  in  the  indictment. 

These  two  cases  form  the  main  di£Elculty  no  doubt  in 
determining  the  present  question.  They  were  both  prior 
to  the  case  of  R.  v.  Birch  and  others^  and  I  think  that  that 
ease,  properly  read  and  understood,  decides  the  present 
question.  I  do  not,  however,  mean  to  discuss  that  case 
now.  It  has  been  already  sufficiently  adverted  to  by  my 
learned  brethren.  Upon  principle  therefore  and  the  true 
construction  of  the  statute,  added  to,  as  I  think,  a  great 

(a)  C.  &M.597. 
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1851.       preponderance  of  authority  as  to  that  oonstruotion,  I  have 
B^^Tc!      come  to  the  conclusion  that  in  this  case  the  defendants 
Bi»»-       are  entitled  to  a  judgment  in  their  favour. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  question  submitted  to  us  bj  the  learned 
Commissioner  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  Q-aol  Delivery  in 
thoB  case  is,  whether  he  was  right  in  the  direction  he  gave 
to  the  jury. 

The  mode  in  which  he  states  the  question  to  have  been 
left  was  this :  after  telling  the  jury  that  the  burden  of 
proof  lay  upon  the  prisoner,  he  directed,  that  if  they  were 
satisfied  that  there  were  several  distinct  or  independent 
assaults,  some  or  any  of  which  did  not  in  any  way  conduoe 
to  the  death  of  the  deceased,  it  would  be  their  duty  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  Crown. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  was  not  the  true  mode  of  leav- 
ing to  th6  jury  the  only  question  in  issue ;  m.,  whether 
the  prisoner  was  acquitted  of  the  felony  and  murder,  in- 
cluding the  same  identical  assaults  charged  in  the  present 
indictment.  The  proper  question  is,  whether  the  pnsonera 
could  have  been  lawfully  convicted  on  the  former  indict- 
ment of  all  the  assaults  charged  in  this,  and  whether  they 
were  charged  by  that  indictment  with  those  assaults.  The 
first  branch  of  that  question  being  matter  of  law  for  the 
Judge,  and  the  second  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

In  order  to  support  the  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  in  all 
cases,  both  these  circumstances  must  occur.  It  is  not 
enough  that  the  prisoner  could  have  been  lawfully  convicted 
on  the  first  indictment  for  the  offence  charged  in  the  se- 
cond ;  for  if  so,  as  the  language  of  an  indictment  describing 
any  offence,  is  in  general  not  material  as  to  the  date  or 
place,  or  many  other  circumstances  if  in  the  same  county, 
the  indictment  would  be  equally  descriptive  of  many  offences 
of  a  similar  character — ^and  an  acquittal  of  the  offence 
charged  on  one  indictment  describing  it  in  proper  terms, 
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Bnffioient  in  point  of  law,  wonld  be  an  aoqnittal  of  every       1851. 
offenoe  of  the  same  sort  in  the  same  county  against  the      ^m~v. 
same   person ;  hut  in  order  to  constitute  a  good  plea  of       ^™^' 
autrefois  aequiiy  the  plea  must  state,  and  it  must  he  proved 
that  the  offence  charged  in  the  former  indictment  was  the 
same  identical  offence  with  that  charged  in  the  indictment 
pleaded  to. 

This  being  clearly  the  rule,  there  would  not  be  much 
difficulty  in  applying  it  to  an  ordinary  charge  of  felony; 
laroeny,  for  instance,  of  the  goods  of  A.  B.,  or  an  ordinary 
charge*  of  assault  upon  A.  B.  The  prisoner  charged  on 
Buoh  an  indictment  would  have  to  satisfy  the  Court,  first, 
that  the  former  indictment  on  which  an  acquittal  took 
place,  was  sufficient  in  point  of  law,  so  that  he  was  in  jeo- 
pardy upon  it ;  and  secondly,  that  in  that  indictment  the 
same  offence  was  charged,  for  the  indictment  is  in  such  a 
form  as  to  apply  equally  to  several  different  offences.  To 
prove  the  identity  of  the  offence  may  not  always  be  easy. 
If  more  or  less  evidence  is  gone  into  on  the  first  trial  the 
difficulty  is  little ;  if  none  is  offered  and  the  acquittal  takes 
place,  it  is  still  an  acquittal,  entitling  the  prisoner  to  an 
exemption  from  any  subsequent  trial  for  the  same  identical 
offence.  In  such  a  case  there  is  more  difficulty  in  showing 
what  the  offence  charged  was,  but  it  may  be  proved  by  the 
testimony  of  witnesses,  who  were  subpoenaed  to  go,  and  did 
go,  before  the  grand  jury,  by  the  proof  of  what  they  swore, 
or  perhaps  by  a  grand  juryman  himself,  or  by  the  evidence 
of  the  prosecutor,  or  by  proof  how  the  case  was  opened  by 
the  Counsel  for  him ;  in  short,  by  any  evidence  which 
would  show  what  dime  was  the  subject  of  the  inquiry,  and 
would  identify  the  charge,  and  limit  and  confine  the  gene- 
rality of  the  indictment  to  a  particular  case.  If  the  indict- 
ment were  in  a  more  precise  form,  and  could  be  made  to 
identify  the  offence  charged  on  the  face  of  the  indictment 
itself,  and  distinguish  it  from  aU  others,  (as  Scotch  indict- 
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1851.  ments  I  believe  do),  no  such  evidence  would  be  required; 
jjjj^^  but  where  the  form  is  general,  and  may  apply  to  a  great 
BmD.  variety  of  charges,  parol  evidence  is  necessarily  admitted  to 
show  what  the  charge  was ;  and  if  that  evidence  identifies 
the  charge  and  shows  what  it  was,  its  office  is  ended  f  0£ 
this  purpose ;  and  whether  the  evidence  given  on  the  far- 
mer trial  was  true  or  false,  whether  the  jury  believed  or 
disbelieved  it,  and  what  inference  it  drew  from  it  is  imma- 
terial, provided  the  prisoner  was  acquitted :  the  sole  use  of 
such  evidence,  on  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquit^  is  to  show 
what  the  charge  in  the  indictment  really  was,  and  that 
being  done,  the  effect  of  the  indictment,  in  the  general 
form,  is  just  the  same  as  if  the  offence  were  particularly 
described  in  it,  in  minute  terms,  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
others;  and  then  the  maxim  Nemo  debet  bis  vexari  pro 
eddem  causd  applies. 

No  doubt  the  generality  of  the  terms  of  the  indictment 
leads  to  some  inconvenience  and  difficulty,  but  it  is  com- 
pensated by  the  great  advantage  to  the  administration  of 
justice  from  the  greater  latitude  allowed  to  the  evidence  on 
the  trial,  which  rarely,  indeed  never,  operates  to  the  pre- 
judice of  the  prisoner,  who  generally  knows  the  precise 
charges  on  his  commitment. 

Thus  far  is  very  clear,  and  there  is  little  difficulty  in 
applying  this  rule  to  all  indictments  at  common  law.  If  the 
former  indictment  had  been,  as  the  present  is,  for  a  certain 
number  of  assaults,  and  they  were  identical,  an  acquittal  on 
that  indictment  would  be  a  good  bar  to  this.  The  only 
question. would  be,  whether  the  assaults  were  identified  by 
adequate  evidence. 

But  all  the  difficulty  in  this  case  arises  from  the  pro- 
vision in  the  stat.  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  11,  that 
on  an  indictment  for  a  felony,  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted 
of  an  assault,  which  is  a  departure  from  the  clear  and  intel- 
ligible rules  of  the  common  law,  and  has  produced  no  in* 
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oonsiderable  incMnyeiiience,  and,  amongst  the  rest,  the  nioe       1851. 
and  difficult  qnestionfl  which  have  occurred.  jlbo.v. 

I  think  that  a  proper  construction  has  been  put  upon  it        ^™"* 
by  the  eleven  Judges  who  decided  the  case  of  E.  v.  Birch 
and  another^  who  were  the  same  Judges  who  decided  the 
following  case  in  1  Den.  0.  0. 187. 

The  Judges,  proceeding  to  construe  this  statute,  and 
ascertain  what  the  species  of  assault  contemplated  bj  the 
11th  section  was,  found  two  classes  of  cases  alreadj  de- 
cided. If  they  had  held,  that  wherever  the  felony  charged 
on  the  face  of  the  indictment  in  its  nature  included  an 
assault,  as  rape,  homicide  by  violence,  felonious  cutting, 
the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of  a  common  assault, 
wholly  unconnected  with  any  felony ;  the  cade  in  2  Moo. 
C.  0.  123,  would  have  been  wrongly  decided.  They  held, 
therefore,  that  the  indictment  was  not  to  be  considered  as 
an  indictment  for  the  offence  of  an  assault^  and  aho  of  a 
felony. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  statute  was  to  be  considered 
as  applying  only  to  cases  where  the  assault  was  committed 
with  intent  to  commit  the  felony  charged  in  the  indictment 
— to  inchoate  felonies  proved  to  be  such — ^then  all  the 
cases  in  which  parties  had  been  convicted  of  assaults,  where 
the  charge  was  of  felonious  cutting,  with  intent  to  commit 
murder,  or  grievous  bodily  harm,  would  have  been  wrong, 
for  the  acquittal  went  on  the  ground  that  the  prisoner  did 
not  intend  to  do  either. 

They  therefore  held,  that  the  enactment  was  not  to  be 
confined  to  cases  where  the  prisoner  committed  an  assault 
in  the  prosecution  of  an  attempt  to  commit  a  felony,  nor 
was  it  to  be  extended  to  all  cases  in  which  the  indictment 
for  a  felony,  on  the  face  of  it  charged  an  assault.  But  they 
were  of  opinion,  that  in  order  to  convict  of  an  assault, 
under  this  section,  the  assault  must  be  included  in  the 
charge  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  and  also  be  part  of 
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1851.       the  veiy  aot  or  transaction,  whioh  the  Grown  proseontes  as 
^i^ga.v.      *  felony  by  the  indiotment.    This  oonstmotion  having  mofc 
with  the  oonourrenoe  of  all  the  Judges,  it  ought  to  be 
abided  by.    In  my  judgment,  it  puts  a  oorreot  interpreta- 
tion on  the  words  of  the  statute. 

The  case  of  E.  y.  Phelpsy  may  perhaps  be  distinguished 
from  thiB  oase  on  the  ground  already  stated  by  my  bro- 
thers Martin  and  Alderson.  That  was  a  charge  of  murder 
by  a  joint  assault  or  assaults  charged  upon  three  persons, 
and  eyidenoe  was  giyen  to  proye  it ;  and  one  could  not  be 
then  properly  conyioted  of  a  single  assault  at  a  different 
time,  and  totally  unconnected  with  the  transaction,  which 
the  Grown  prosecuted  as  a  murder.  But  whether  distin- 
guishable or  not  seems  to  me  to  be  immaterial  If  not 
distinguishable,  I  consider  that  E.  y.  JBirchy  which  was 
decided  afterwards  upon  full  consideration  of  all  the  cases, 
and  in  order  to  settle  the  rule  on  the  subject,  must  preyaiL 
But  then  on  the  construction  of  this,  which  clearly  ought 
to  be  the  rule,  a  difference  of  opinion  exists  among  the 
Judges.  As  to  that  part  of  the  rule  which  relates  to  the 
crime  charged  on  the  face  of  the  indictment ^  including  an 
assault  against  the  person,  there  is  no  difficulty ;  it  applies 
to  felonious  cutting,  rape,  felonious  homicide  by  violence, 
all  of  which  in  their  nature  include  a  charge  of  assault 
against  the  prisoner,  and  the  charge  of  murder  in  this  case 
includes  an  assault,  but  it  must  also  be  part  of  the  yeiy  act 
or  transaction  yf)[n<^  the  Grown  prosecutes  as  a  murder  by 
the  former  indictment ;  and  here  lies  the  whole  difference. 
The  learned  Gommissioner  thought  that,  to  fall  vnthin  the 
rule,  it  must  really  hme  been^  and  not  merely  have  been 
charged  to  have  been,  contributory  to  the  death  of  the  de- 
ceased, which  the  Grown  charged  as  a  murder;  and  many  of 
my  brethren  are  of  the  same  opinion :  whereas,  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  enough  to  bring  the  assault  within  the  meaning  of 
this  clause,  if  it  is  cliarged  by  the  Grown  to  be  part  of  the 
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veiy  act  or  transaotion  which  it  charges  as  a  felonj,  and  it  is       1851. 
made  the  subject  of  inquiry  as  such.    There  must  be  a      bbo.«. 
charge  of  an  assault  as  parcel  of  a  f elony,  not  necessarily 
an  assault  actually  being  a  parcel  of  a  felony :  just  as  in 
the   case  of   a   charge  of   rape,  an  assault  which   the 
Crown  charges  as  having  been  conunitted  for  the  purpose 
of  efiecting  it,  though  no  rape  has  been  connnitted— ^or  a 
wounding  charged  to  hare  been  made  with  intent  to  kill 
and  murder,  when  no  such  intent  has  been  proved — ^may  be 
punished  on  an  indictment  for  either  felony,  though  in  one 
the  assault  could  not  contribute  to  the  rape,  or  in  the  other 
to  the  felonious  wounding,  for  there  was  neither  one  nor 
the  other.     These  assaults  form  part  of  the  charge  of 
felony  made  by  the  Grown  in  all  these  cases ;  they  are  put 
in  a  course  of  trial  as  such,  though  they  did  not  in  truth 
contribute  towards  any  felony,  for  no  felony  was  committed. 
Therefore,  in  all  these  oases,  where  the  charge  on  the 
face  of  the  indictment  includes  an  assault,  that  assault 
which  the  Grown  means  to  charge  by  the  express  allegation 
of  an  assault  (for  we  have  only  to  deal  with,  an  express 
allegation  in  this  case)  as  part  of  the  very  act  which  it 
charges  as  a  felony,  is  virtually  charged ;  and  as  soon  as 
the  assault,  which  the  Grown  means  so  to  charge,  is  iden- 
tified, marked,  and  distinguished  from  all  others  by  compe- 
tent evidence,  the  case  becomes  exactly  the  same  as  if  the 
indictment  were  expanded,  and  the  assault  completely  de- 
scribed BO  as  clearly  to  identify  it.    The  prisoner  is  charged 
with  it,  and  may  be  convicted  of  it  on  that  indictment,  if 
he  is  acquitted  of  the  felony,  (for  it  is  only  a  conditional 
charge  dependent  on  that  fact,)  and  if  he  be  acquitted  he 
is  acquitted  altogether  and  for  ever  from  the  charge  and 
every  part  of  it,  just  as  if  he  had  been  indicted  and  acquitted 
of  the  same  assault  alone,  fully  identified  by  time,  place, 
and  every  other  necessary  circumstance  to  distinguish  it 
from  every  other  assault.    The  evidence  to  identify  this 
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1851.       assault  may  be  buj  evidence  of  the  same  sort  as  I  have 

Ubo.v.      above  stated  is  admissible  to  prove  the  identity  of  any  other 

"^"^*       charge,  not  evidence  to  prove  the  crime  or  any  part  of  it 

actually  committed^  but  to  prove  vrhat  the  offence  was  which 

the  Grown  did  charge. 

Feeling  quite  satisfied  that  this  reasoning  is  correct,  it 
remains  to  apply  it  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case. 

A  question  immediately  occurs,  whether  the  11th  sec- 
tion applies  to  indictments  of  felonies  including  a  single 
assault  only,  or  to  felonies  which  include  many  assaults — a 
rape  or  murder  may  include  more  assaults  than  one,  and  I 
do  not  feel  a  doubt  but  that  in  such  cases,  where  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  many  assaults  were  meant  to  be  charged 
as  connected  with  the  imputed  murder,  or  rape,  or  felony, 
the  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  them. 

Now  it  appears  that  in  this  case  on  the  former  trial,  the 
Grown  charged  the  defendants  with  certain  assaults  between 
certain  days,  which  assaults  it  charged  to  be  the  causes  of 
the  death  of  the  deceased,  and  gave  evidence  of  them,  and 
tried  to  prove  that  they  were  so.  The  charge  in  the  for- 
mer trial  consisted  therefore  of  these  three  propositions — 
that  certain  assaults  were  committed  by  the  prisoners — 
that  they  were  committed  malo  animo — and  that  they 
caused  the  death  of  the  deceased.  On  the  first  charge 
they  were  put  on  their  trial  as  well  as  the  last,  absolutely, 
not  conditionally,  viz.,  provided  the  assaults  turned  out  to 
have  conduced  to  the  death :  and  if  the  assaults  are  iden- 
tified to  be  the  same  as  those  charged  in  this  indictment, 
the  prisoners  were  charged  with,  and  acquitted  of  the 
assaults  now  charged.  Indeed,  if  the  charge  of  assault 
was  to  be  tried  onh/  in  the  event  of  the  assaults  appearing 
to  the  jury  to  have  contributed  to  the  death,  I  do  not  see 
how  they  could  have  been  tried  at  all  as  assaults,  and  the 
prisoners  convicted  of  them ;  for  if  they  did  contribute  to 
the  death,  the  very  assault  which  is  punishable  as  such 
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being  a  wrongful  act,  the  offenoe  was  manslaiighter  at  the  1851. 
least.  It  IB  quite  dear,  that  the  Legislature  contemplated  -ELsa.v, 
suoh  an  assault  as  maj  be  involved  in  the  charge  of  f elonj, 
and  of  which  the  prisoner  could  be  convicted,  though  ac- 
quitted of  the  felony ;  and  how  that  could  be,  in  a  charge 
of  felonious  homicide,  if  the  assault  actuallj  conduced  to 
the  death,  I  cannot  understand. 

This  direction  of  the  learned  ComnuEsioner  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  in  any  view  of  the  case  to  be  manifestly  wrong,  if 
the  aot  applies  to  murder  or  manslaughter  at  aU.  A  doubt 
has  been  suggested  whether  it  does  by  my  brother  Erie  ; 
but  the  words  of  the  statute  are  perfectly  clear  according 
to  the  ordinary  rule  of  construction,  and  as  they  lead  to 
no  absurdity  or  incongruity  in  any  view  of  the  case,  I  think 
clearly  they  must  be  taken  to  include,  as  they  expressly 
state,  evert/  felony. 

If  the  Act  does  not  include  murder  and  manslaughter, 
the  direction  would  be  wrong ;  but  the  defendants  would 
have  been  lawfully  convicted  of  the  assault  in  the  present 
indictment,  on  the  ground  that  charges  of  murder  and  man- 
slaughter were  to  be  dealt  with  at  common  law  and  not 
under  the  statute. 

In  this  case  the  jury  acquitted  of  the  felony,  for  the  blows 
it  appeared  did  not  cause  the  death  of  the  deceased ;  but 
the  charge  of  assault  in  my  opinion  remained,  and  the 
prisoners  might  have  been  convicted  of  those  very  assaults 
which  are  charged  on  the  second  indictment ;  and  having 
been  acquitted  of  the  charge  in  that  indictment,  they 
were  acquitted  altogether. 

And  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  wise  principle  of  our  law, 
that  a  man  should  be  subject  to  more  than  one  trial  for 
exactly  the  same  offence. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  question  in  this  case,  as  it  has  been 
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1851.  already  observed,  turns  upon  the  true  oonstruotion  of  the 
Rzo.  V.  Stat.  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  11,  by  which,  for 
^^'  the  first  time,  it  became  lawful  upon  an  indictment  for 
felony,  to  conyict  of  a  misdemeanour ;  and  we  hare  to  con- 
sider whether  the  prisoners  could  have  been  properly  found 
guilty  of  an  assault  when,  on  the  former  occasion,  they  were 
tried  and  acquitted  of  the  murder ;  for  if  they  could  have 
been  so  found  guilty,  they  haye  once  been  in  peril,  and  they 
are  now  entitled  to  our  judgment  on  the  plea  of  '^  autrefois 
acquit^* 

Under  the  circumstances  presented  for  our  consideration 
by  the  learned  Commissioner  of  Oyer  and  Terminer,  I  am 
not  surprised  that  there  should  be  considerable  difference 
of  opinion  among  the  assembled  Judges ;  we  are  called 
upon  to  put  a  construction  upon  an  Act,  which,  in  very 
general  terms,  has  introduced  an  anomaly  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  criminal  law.  The  distinction  between  felony 
and  misdemeanour  is  as  old  as  the  law  itself,  and  many  im- 
portant consequences  follow  from  that  distinction.  Before 
the  passing  of  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill,  they  were  more 
important  than  they  are  now,  but  some  important  differ- 
ences still  remain.  The  statute  has  not  abolished  the  dis- 
tinction between  felony  and  misdemeanour,  (whether  that 
would  have  rendered  the  case  more  clear,  or  whether  that, 
when  it  came  to  Be  fully  considered,  would  not  haye  raised 
a  greater  difficulty  than  we  haye  now  to  contend  with,  I 
shall  not  pause  to  inquire)  but  the  statute  has  introduced, 
in  terms  very  general,  a  power  to  acquit  of  felony,  and  to 
convict  of  assault  only,  where  the  crime  charged  shall  include 
an  assault,  and  the  evidence  will  warrant  such  finding.  The 
statute  makes  no  specific  provision  for  the  present  or  any 
other  particular  case,  as  distinguished  from  the  general 
class.  It  does  not  provide  specially  and  separately  for 
various  very  different  cases  that  may  be  suggested ;  as,  for 
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instanoe,  where  some  felony  has  actually  been  committed  1851. 
by  some  one,  but  possibly  not  by  the  prisoner,  or  where  it  bx^.v. 
is  left  in  doubt  whether  it  was  by  the  prisoner  or  not,  or 
where  it  is  dear  that  no  felony  has  been  committed,  but  an 
attempt  has  been  made  to  commit  one  by  the  prisoner,  or 
by  a  person  not  before  the  Court.  Nor  does  the  statute 
apparently  make  any  distinction  between  the  above  cases, 
and  a  case  where  the  whole  charge  of  felony  is  founded  in 
mistake,  and  there  has  really  been  no  felony  committed  at 
all,  or  even  attempted,  and  the  charge  of  felony  is  founded 
altogether  on  error.  I  think  it  cannot  be  matter  of  surprise, 
when  all  these  various  cases  may  arise,  and  the  statute  con- 
sists, as  regards  this  part  of  it,  of  a  few  general  words  only 
applicable  to  all,  that  much  doubt  may  arise  as  to  their 
meaning,  when  it  is  necessaiy  to  apply  the  same  words  to 
oases  differing  so  much  from  each  other. 

Here  we  have  to  inquire,  in  the  construction  of  this  part 
of  the  Act,  what  was  in  this  case ''  the  crime  charged,"  and 
did  it  include  the  assaults  in  question  P  If  it  did,  the 
prisoners  have  already  been  acquitted,  and  cannot  be  tried 
again.  If  it  did  not,  the  former  acquittal  is  of  no  avail,  and 
the  present  conviction  is  right. 

I  think  the  meaning  of  the  words  ''crime  charged," 
must  be  sought  for  in  the  old  forms  under  which  the  juiy 
were  addressed  by  the  ojQGicer  of  the  Court.  "  Tour  charge, 
therefore,  is  to  inquire  whether  the  prisoners  be  guilty  or 
not  of  the  felonies,"  and,  according  to  the  new  practice 
introduced  by  this  Act,  the  charge  to  the  jury  would  be  to 
inquire  whether  the  prisoners  were  guilty  or  not  guilty  of 
the  felony  and  assault,  and  the  question  again  returns, 
what  would  be  the  assault  thus  alluded  to  P  It  appears  to 
me,  that  in  a  case  where  a  felony  (of  whatever  sort)  has 
been  actually  committed,  the  charge  is  the  felony  com- 
mitted, and  the  means  whereby  it  was  committed ;  and  I 
entirely  agree  with  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  my  brother 
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1861.  Parke  in  the  case  of  E.  v.  St.  George  (a),  that  the  pri- 
req.  r.  soners  can  only  be  found  guilty,  under  this  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, of  an  assault  involved  in  and  connected  with  the 
piinoipal  charge  of  felony.  This  cannot,  I  think,  depend 
upon  the  mistake  or  blunder  of  the  prosecutor,  or  of  his 
Counsel,  or  of  any  of  the  witnesses ;  it  depends  upon  the 
truth  itself,  as  it  may  come  out  in  evidence  and  be  found  by 
the  jury. 

It  seems  to  me  contrary  to  first  principles,  in  administer- 
ing the  criminal  law,  and  in  construing  this  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, that  an  accused  party  who  may  have  been  guilty  of  a 
common  assault,  and  a  common  assault  only,  never  intend- 
ing to  commit  a  felony  or  even  contemplating  it,  should  be 
liable  to  three  years'  imprisonment,  and,  according  to  some 
constructions  of  the  Act,  to  hard  labour  during  that  time, 
because  some  blundering  clerk  of  assize  has  drawn  an  in- 
dictment, or  some  rash  prosecutor  has  made  an  aocusationy 
or  some  mistaken  or  incredible  witness  has  associated,  by 
the  indictment,  by  the  accusation,  or  by  the  evidence,  this 
simple  assault  with  a  felony,  be  it  murder  or  other,  with 
which  felony  in  truth  and  in  fact  it  had  no  connection  what- 
ever. 

In  this  case  the  charge  was  the  murder  of  Mary  Ann 
Parsons.  It  appears  that  she  came  to  her  death  by  a  single 
blow,  which  could  not  by  the  evidence  be  imputed  to  either 
of  the  defendants.  The  guilt  of  both  might  be  suspected 
with  reference  even  to  that  fatal  blow ;  but  the  guilt  of 
neither  was  proved,  and  therefore,  veiy  properly,  both  were 
acquitted.  That  very  acquittal  on  that  ground,  in  my 
judgment,  dissociated  all  other  assaults  that  did  not  tend  to 
the  death  from  the  crime  charged,  and  the  crime  charged 
did  not  include  those  assaults,  and  I  think  it  was  not  lawful 
for  the  jury  to  convict  of  those  assaults.    It  would  follow 

(a)  9  Car.  &  P.  491. 
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irom  ihisy  that  they  were  properly  oonvioted  of  assault  in      1851. 
the  case  now  before  ns.  b^~v. 

I  muflt  admit  the  construotion  of  the  Act  as  to  this  matter  ^^^* 
is  by  no  means  free  from  great  doubt :  the  difference  of 
opinion  of  the  assembled  Judges  sufficiently  attests  this. 
Many  cases  of  difficulty  may  be  presented  either  way,  and 
I  must  freely  confess  that  I  doubt  whether  any  construction 
of  the  statute  would  afford  a  satisfactory  solution  of  all  the 
difficulties  that  might  arise  in  the  various  cases  that  might 
be  suggested.  During  the  course  of  the  two  arguments, 
and  the  deliberations  that  have  ensued,  I  have  found  it 
difficult  to  come  to  a  conclusion  which  I  felt  to  be  perfectly 
satisfactory ;  but  comparing  the  difficulties  on  the  one  side 
and  on  the  other,  I  have  at  length  felt  it  my  duty  to  pro- 
nounce the  judgment  I  have  already  expressed ;  and  while 
I  disclaim  any  argument  or  view  of  any  sort  founded  on  this 
partioular  case  itself,  I  own  I  have  been  fortified  by  this 
consideration,  that  this  statute  is  manifestly  a  departure 
from  the  common  law :  as  far  as  its  enactments  are  clear 
we  are  bound  to  obey  and  to  enforce  them ;  but  when  they 
become  doubtful  (and  who  shall  say  that  this  is  not  so  P)  it 
is  safe,  and  I  think  it  our  duty,  to  stand  by  the  common 
law. 

Jervis,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  in 
this  case  was  wrong. 

The  question  turns  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
statute  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  o.  85,  s.  11,  which  in  JBircVs 
ease  (a),  was  considered  by  eleven  Judges,  who  consulted  all 
the  authorities  and  professed  to  expound  the  Act  with  a 
precision  which  could  not  mislead. 

That  case  was  principally  relied  upon  in  argument  by 

(a)  1  Den.  C.  G.  185. 
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1851.  the  defendant's  Counsely  and  ouglit  to  be  a  ruling  authority 
SiEQ^v,  upon  the  subject ;  but  unfortunately  some  question  the 
BiBD.  correctness  of  the  rule  which  is  there  laid  down,  whikt 
others,  adopting  it,  arrive  at  a  oonclusion  altogether  difierent 
from  that  which  was  intended  by  the  framers  of  the  role. 
We  cannot  therefore  take  that  case  as  condusiye  upon  the 
present  occasion,  and  inasmuch  as  a  reference  to  all  the 
authorities  has  produced  this  most  unsatisfactory  result^ 
I  must,  unaided  by  authority,  endeavour  to  put  a  construo- 
tion  upon  the  statute  itself. 

I  take  it  for  granted  that  in  all  cases  where  the  Act 
applies  and  the  evidence  warrants  such  finding,  the  jury 
must  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  assault.  It  is  not  left  to 
their  option  to  convict  of  assault  or  to  acquit  the  prisoner 
altogether,  and  leave  him  for  further  prosecution  in  the 
form  best  suited  to  the  justice  of  the  case.  The  Act  is 
compulsoiy,  and  the  prisoner  is  in  jeopardy  in  all  cases  to 
which  the  Act  applies.  Nimierous  inconveniences  might 
be  pointed  out  as  the  certain  result  of  this  admitted  con- 
struction. 

The  statute  only  applies  to  an  indictment  for  felony  where 
the  crime  charged  includes  an  assault.  It  is  absolutely 
necessary  that  the  crime  charged  should  legally  include  an 
assault.  Grimes  of  this  nature  are  murder  by  violence, 
rape,  robbery,  stabbing  and  the  like.  You  cannot  faring 
the  case  within  the  Act  by  averring  in  the  indictment  an 
assault  as  accompanying  a  crime  which  legally  does  not 
include  an  assault.  Nor  on  the  other  hand  is  it  neoessary, 
in  order  to  found  the  jurisdiction  of  the  jury,  to  state  an 
assault  in  an  indictment  for  a  crime  which  legally  includes 
an  assault.  It  is  prudent  to  do  so,  but  it  is  not  in  strict- 
ness necessary ;  for,  where  the  crime  charged  includes  an 
assault  by  implication,  the  charge  of  assault  appears  upon 
the  indictment,  and  thus  the  rule  is  satisfied  which  requires 
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that  when  the  record  is  made  np  the  charge  should  appear  1851. 
upon  which  the  prisoner  is  found  guilty  and  subsequently  b^^ 
punished. 

But,  although  the  crime  charged  does  legally  include  an 
assault,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  Act  may  be  called  into 
operation.  The  jury  have  bujk  a  conditional  power  to  find 
the  prisoners  guilty  of  the  assault :  they  must  jQrst  acquit 
him  of  the  felony.  The  trial  therefore  throughout  is  a  trial 
for  felony  to  be  governed  by  the  rules  which  regulate  such 
trials ;  and  if  one  assault  only  be  laid  in  the  indictment  as 
the  cause  of  the  death  by  violence,  or  if  the  crime  charged 
in  its  nature  legally,  or  in  fact,  include  but  one  assault,  one 
assault  only  can  be  produced  in  evidence  as  tending  to 
prove  the  crime  charged ;  and  the  prosecutor  having  made 
his  election,  and  proved  an  assault,  cannot  abandon  that  and 
produce  evidence  of  another  assault  having  no  relevancy  to 
the  proof  of  the  crime  charged,  but  committed  upon  another 
occasion.  So  if  several  assaults  are  laid  in  the  indictment 
as  causing  the  death,  or  if  the  crime  charged  legally  may 
and  in  fact  does  include  several  assaults,  the  same  rule  will 
prevail,  subject  to  the  same  qualifications,  for  the  trial  is 
proceeding  for  felony,  the  evidence  produced  is  produced  to 
prove  the  felony  and  is  to  be  controlled  by  the  rules  which 
are  applicable  to  trials  for  felony.  When  the  whole  evi- 
dence is  closed,  and  before  they  can  find  him  guilty  of 
assault,  the  jury  must  acquit  the  prisoner  of  the  felony. 
Upon  what  ground  is  that  acquittal  to  take  place  P  Surely 
because  the  evidence  warrants  such  acquittal.  The  pri- 
soners could  not  be  guilty  of  the  felony  if  there  was  no 
felony,  or  if  the  felony  was  committed  by  another  person. 

But  the  evidence  which  was  brought  to  prove  the  felony, 
and  which  was  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  may  prove 
beyond  doubt  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  assault.  The 
crime  charged  includes  an  assault.     The  jury  have  ac- 
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1851.       quitted  the  prisoners  of  the  felony.    The  evidence  wairantfi 
Bbo.  r.       fl*  finding  of  assault ;  what  are  the  jury  to  do  P  The  Act  is 
admitted  to  be  compulsory.    They  shall  ^'  find  a  yerdict  of 
guilty  of  assault  against  the  person  indicted." 

Thus  reading  the  statute  full  efPeot  is  given  to  the  plain 
connnon-sense  meaning  of  every  word  used.  I  have  not 
sought  for  the  object  of  the  enactment,  for  where  there  is 
no  ambiguity  no  foreign  aid  is  necessary  to  expound  an  Act, 
and  it  is  dangerous  to  speculate  upon  the  motives  of  those 
who  may  pass  measures  through  Parliament,  particularly  if 
the  plain  meaning  of  words  is  to  be  disregarded  for  the 
purpose  of  effectuating  that  supposed  intention. 

It  is  contended  that  the  assault  of  which  alone  the  jury 
can  convict  the  prisoner  is  that  included  in  the  crime 
charged,  and  that  consequently  if  the  crime  charged  be 
committed  by  another,  the  prisoner  cannot  be  guilty  of  the 
assault.  This  restriction  is  not  in  my  opinion  justified  by 
the  letter  of  the  Act,  but  seems  to  me  to  have  been  inten* 
tionally  excluded  from  it.  The  jury  are  not  to  find  the 
prisoner  guilty  ''  of  the  assault  so  included  in  the  crime 
charged,"  nor  "  of  the  said  assault,"  nor  "  of  such  assault," 
nor  even  "  of  an  assault,"  but  of  "  assault."  If  the  prisoner 
cannot  be  convicted  of  assault  where  the  crime  charged 
was  committed  by  another,  because  in  that  case  the  assault 
by  the  prisoner  cannot  be  included  in  the  crime  charged ; 
it  would  seem  to  follow  that  where  the  crime  charged  did 
not  in  fact  exist,  it  would  not  include  an  assault  by  the 
prisoner.  In  the  latter  case,  however,  it  is  admitted  that 
the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of  the  assault.  But  it  is 
said  that  every  felony  within  this  Act  consists  of  an  assault 
and  something  more,  which  makes  a  felony,  and  that  if  a 
third  party  is  guilty  of  the  whole  felony,  including  the 
assault,  the  whole  charge  is  exhausted,  and  the  prisoner 
cannot  be  g^ty  of  the  assault.    This  construction  gives  a 
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meaning  to  the  words  of  the  statute  which  I  think  they  do       1851. 
not  bear ;  but,  independentlj  of  that,  it  makes  the  jeopardy      bbcTv. 
of  the  prisoner  for  the  assault  to  depend  upon  the  guilt  or       ^^^^' 
innocenoe  of  a  third  party,  which  must  be  determined  in 
his  absence  by  a  jury  who  are  not  sworn  to  try  that  fact. 

In  strictness,  iadeed,  there  was  in  this  case  no  proof 
that  homicide  had  been  committed  by  any  one.  The  death 
was  caused  by  a  blow  inflicted  on  the  child's  head,  whether 
by  the  prisoners  or  by  other  persons,  under  what  ciroum- 
stanoes,  or  as  the  mere  result  of  a  fall,  was  not  proved  and 
oould  not  legally  be  determined  by  the  jury ;  they  could 
only  acquit  the  prisoners  of  the  felony :  having  done  so, 
their  functions  in  so  far  as  the  felony  was  concerned,  were 
at  an  end ;  they  could  not  inquire  by  whom  the  felony  was 
committed,  or  if  a  felony  was  committed  at  all. 

The  soundness  of  the  distinction  contended  for  may  be 
tested  by  the  actual  circumstances  of  this  particular  case. 
If  it  had  been  proved  that  the  child  had  not  died,  it  is 
admitted  that  the  prisoners  might  have  been  convicted  of 
assault  upon  this  iudictment  for  murder.  If  the  death  re- 
sulted from  natural  causes,  it  is  admitted  the  prisoners 
might  have  been  convicted  of  assault  upon  this  indictment 
for  murder.  If  it  was  homicide  by  another,  it  is  said  the 
prisoners  could  not  have  been  convicted  of  assault  upon 
this  indictment  for  murder.  But  it  is  only  homicide  if  the 
blow  was  inflicted  by  the  act  of  another  person ;  if  it  was 
the  result  of  a  fall,  for  this  purpose,  the  death  was  natural. 
Thus  the  liability  of  the  prisoners  to  be  convicted  of  an 
assault  is  made  to  depend  on  a  matter  which  the  jury 
cannot  legally  settle ;  they  can  say  that  the  prisoners  are 
not  guilty  of  the  felony,  but  whether  the  death  was  felo- 
nious, justifiable,  accidental,  or  natural  they  caimot  legally 
determine. 
For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  upon  the  true 
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1851.  construction  of  this  statute  a  prisoner  maj  be  acquitted  of 
Bxa.if.  the  felony,  and  be  convicted  of  assault  upon  an  indictment 
.BiBD.  £qj.  foiQjj^y^  wherever  the  crime  charged  legally  includes  an 
assault,  and  the  evidence  properly  admissible  and  produced 
to  prove  the  crime  charged  warrants  the  finding  of  assault; 
and  that  such  liability  to  conviction  for  assault  does  not 
depend  upon  the  groimd  of  the  acquittal  for  felony,  but  will 
equally  exist  whether  the  felony  was  disproved,  or  was  shown 
to  have  been  committed  by  a  third  party. 

It  follows  from  this  opinion,  that  in  my  judgment  the 
proper  question  was  not  left  to  the  jury  by  the  learned 
Gommissioner  upon  this  plea  of  autrefois  acquit.  Upon 
such  a  plea  three  questions  arise :  the  first  is  a  question  of 
law:  Is  the  crime  charged  upon  the  first  indictment  a  crime 
of  the  class  which  includes  an  assault?  If  it  is,  then  arises 
the  second  question  of  fact,  What  assault  or  assaults  was 
or  were  in  fact  included  in  the  first  indictment  P  The 
affirmative  of  this  lies  upon  the  prisoner,  and  from  the 
generality  of  our  criminal  pleading,  more  especially  in  oases 
under  the  statute  where  the  assaults  may  appear  upon  the 
indictment  by  implication  only,  may  be  attended  with  much 
practical  difficulty.  If  our  indictments  had  been  in  the 
Scotch  form,  with  a  condescendence  of  the  various  assaults 
consummated  by  the  felony,  the  task  would  have  been  easy; 
the  mere  production  of  the  record  with  the  acquittal  of  the 
felony  would  leave  the  charges  of  assault  upon  which  the 
prisoners  would  have  been  in  jeopardy  upon  the  first  trial 
clearly  defined.  In  the  absence  of  such  assistance  the 
prisoner  must  resort  to  the  best  evidence  in  his  power.  If 
the  first  case  was  tried  out  he  may  prove  what  occurred 
upon  that  trial — the  opening  of  Counsel,  the  examination  of 
witnesses — and  thus  show  what  assaults  were  brought  for- 
ward and  were  legally  admissible  upon  that  indictment  as 
tending  to  prove  the  crime  charged.    If  an  acquittal  was 
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taken  without  eyidenoe  he  may  for  the  same  purpose  1851. 
perhaps  prove  what  ooourred  before  the  grand  jury  when  Bxa.  v. 
the  bill  was  found,  for  suoh  evidence  is  not  within  the  oath 
of  the  grand  jury — "  the  Queen's  Counsel  and  their  own" — 
or  he  may  resort  to  the  depositions,  or  the  instructions  upon 
which  the  bill  was  framed.  It  is  not  necessary  however 
now  to  enlarge  further  upon  this  subject ;  the  same  diffi- 
culty arises  in  a  greater  or  less  degree  upon  aU  pleas  of 
autrefois  acquit  and  autrefm  cohmct^  and  the  evidence 
upon  such  pleas  in  all  cases  must  be  governed  by  the  same 
rules. 

Having  designated  or  earmarked  the  assaults  included  in 
the  first  indictment,  the  third  question,  likewise  a  question 
of  fact,  occurs:  are  the  assaults  so  designated  the  iden- 
tical assaults  which  the  prosecutor  professes  to  produce  on 
the  second  trial  P  This  likewise  must  be  proved  by  the  pri- 
soner ;  but,  if  it  is  established,  then  the  identity  of  the  charge 
being  made  out,  the  prisoner  was  before  in  jeopardy  upon 
the  same  charge,  and  is  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  plea 
of  autrefois  acquit. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  proper  ques- 
tion was  not  put  to  the  jury ;  that  the  conviction  was  wrong ; 
and  that  the  prisoners  were  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the 
plea  of  autrefois  acquit. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^Aiter  long  and  anxious  delibera- 
tion, I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  in  this  case  the 
former  acquittal  is  a  bar  to  the  present  prosecution.  I 
should  feel  deep  regret  if  great  offenders  were  to  escape 
punishment,  but  the  due  administration  of  criminal  justice 
requires  that  the  forms  of  judicial  procedure  should  be 
observed.  These  forms  are  devised  for  the  detection  of 
guilt,  and  for  the  protection  of  innocence.  In  the  present 
instance  the  defence  does  not  rest  upon  a  mere  technicality, 
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1851.  but  upon  the  saored  maxim  that  '^  no  one  ought  to  be  twice 
~Bxa~v.  ixi^  for  the  same  oause."  The  only  question  is  whether 
the  defendants  might  under  the  former  indictment  have 
been  lawfully  convicted  of  the  assaults  for  which  they  are 
now  prosecuted;  and  it  is  the  same  question  which  we 
should  have  had  to  consider  if  they  had  been  convicted  of 
these  assaults,  and  the  validity  of  that  conviction  had  been 
referred  to  this  Court.  A  majority  of  the  Judges  appear 
to  think  that  the  general  acquittal  was  proper,  but  I  am 
humbly  of  opinion  that  the  second  trial  was  unnecessary 
and  unlawful. 

The  case  entirely  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the 
stat.  7  Will.  rV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  11.  Let  us  first  con- 
sider the  mischief  which  this  enactment  was  intended  to 
remedy.  At  common  law,  a  person  indicted  for  a  felony 
which  involved  an  assault  must  have  been  wholly  acquitted, 
although  proved  to  have  committed  the  assault  charged  in 
the  indictment  and  given  in  evidence  by  the  Crown  as  the 
means  of  committing  the  felony,  if  his  attempt  to  commit 
the  felony  was  not  fully  accomplished,  or  if  a  felony  had 
been  committed  to  which  the  assault  did  not  conduce,  or  if 
no  felony  had  been  committed  or  attempted.  This  was 
found  to  be  extremely  inconvenient,  for  the  prisoner,  proved 
to  have  committed  a  grave  offence  of  which  he  was  accused, 
either  got  off  with  perfect  impunity,  or  a  new  indictment 
was  preferred  against  him  for  the  same  assault,  and  the  same 
evidence  was  again  given  against  him  before  another  jury. 
In  the  former  event  public  scandal  was  given  by  a  failure 
of  justice,  and  in  the  latter  the  accused  party  was  unneces- 
sarily harassed,  and  unnecessary  expense  and  trouble  were 
occasioned  by  a  second  trial.  I  conceive  that  the  object  of 
the  statute  was  to  permit — in  spite  of  the  technical  rule  of 
the  common  law,  which  forbids,  under  an  indictment  for 
felony,  a  conviction  for  cm  offence  amounting  only  to  a  mis- 
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demeanour — ^that  wherever  there  is  an  indictment  for  a       1851. 
felony  involving  an  assault,  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted       bbo.v. 
of  the  assault  charged  in  the  indictment  and  given  in  evi- 
dence as  conducive  to  the  felony,  although  he  be  acquitted 
of  the  felony,  and  whether  the  assault  was,  or  was  not,  in 
point  of  fact,  conducive  to  ttie  felony. 

This  surely  would  be  a  very  reasonable  law,  both  for  the 
sake  of  the  public  and  of  the  prisoner.  To  my  mind  it  is 
enacted  by  the  following  words,  "  on  the  trial  of  any  person 
for  any  felony  where  the  crime  charged  shall  include  an 
assault  against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury  to 
acquit  of  the  felony,  and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  assault 
against  the  person  indicted,  if  the  evidence  shall  warrant 
such  a  finding.'' 

Soon  after  the  Act  passed  a  construction  of  it  was  con- 
tended for  confining  its  operation  to  cases  in  which  the 
assault  was  committed  in  an  attempt  to  commit  the  felony 
charged.  For  this  construction  plausible  reasons  were 
urged,  but  it  was — ^I  think  very  properly— ovenruled  by 
several  solemn  decisions  of  the  Judges. 

Thus,  the  quality  of  the  assault,  that  it  shall  actually 
be  conducive  to  the  felony,  is  gone ;  and  I  can  conceive 
no  other  intelligible  rule  to  go  by,  than  that  the  assault 
shall  be  charged  and  shall  be  given  in  evidence  as  con- 
ducive to  the  felony.  With  these  conditions,  the  party 
accused  has  ample  notice  of  the  offence  which  he  has  to 
answer,  and  an  ample  opportunity  of  vindicating  his  inno- 
cence. The  statute  certainly  did  not  mean  to  give  the 
prosecutor  the  advantage  of  adding  to  the  indictment  a 
count  for  an  assault  unconnected  with  the  felony ;  but  the 
rule  I  would  lay  down  admits  of  no  such  perversion.  The 
assault  must  be  an  assault  against  the  person,  and  included 
in  the  crime  charged ;  if  it  be,  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony,  and  to  find  a  verdict  of 
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1851.       guilty  of  assault,  should  the  evidenoe  warrant  suoh  finding. 

"^^Tv!  I  know  not  why  a  proviso  is  to  be  introduced  that  the  sta- 
tute shall  not  apply  where  evidenoe  is  subsequently  given 
that  the  assault  charged  and  proved  as  conducing  to  the 
felony  did  not  conduce  to  it.  In  the  present  case  the 
assaults  which  are  the  subject  of  the  second  indictment  for 
misdemeanour  were  expressly  charged  in  the  second  and 
third  counts  of  the  indictment  for  murder,  and  they  were 
actually  given  in  evidence  at  the  former  trial  with  the 
express  purpose  of  proving  the  felony  alleged  in  those 
counts.  Moreover,  when  they  were  given  in  evidence  they 
were  material  and  powerful  proof  that  the  crime  of  murd^ 
had  been  committed  by  the  prisoners.  Subsequently,  a 
medical  witness  of  skill  and  credit  swore  that  the  death  was 
caused  exclusively  by  a  blow  on  the  head  of  the  deceased, 
not  shown  to  have  been  inflicted  by  either  of  the  prisonerB. 
Thereupon  my  brother  Talf ourd  most  properly  interposed, 
and  advised  the  jury  to  acquit  them  of  the  murder;  but, 
with  the  most  sincere  deference  for  his  opinion,  and  that  of 
my  learned  brethren  who  agree  with  him,  I  think  he  ought 
to  have  directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed  the  medical 
witness  and  acquitted  the  prisoners  of  the  murder,  they 
must  direct  their  attention  to  the  uncontradicted  evidenoe 
proving  the  assaults,  and  find  a  yerdict  of  guilty  upon  the 
portions  of  the  indictment  charging  those  assaults,  should 
they  think  "that  the  evidence  warranted  such  finding;" 
that  is  to  say,  if  they  believed  the  uncontradicted  and  un- 
suspected witnesses  for  the  Grown  who  swore  to  those 
assaults.  Being  once  connected  with  the  felony,  and  suffi- 
cient to  prove  it  if  the  death  were  not  imputed  to  another 
cause,  I  do  not  understand  when  or  how  they  were  discon- 
nected from  it,  and  became  independent  and  distinct  as- 
saults. Juries,  in  practice,  defer  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Judge  upon  such  an  occasion,  and  a  formal  summing  up 
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beoomeB  uimeoessarj ;  but  if  there  be  any  evidenoe  to  go  1851. 
to  the  JTuy  from  whioh  they  might  draw  an  inference  of  bxo.v. 
gmlt  in  strict  law,  it  is  supposed  to  be  submitted  to  them. 
The  assaults  proved  against  the  prisoners  were  connected 
with  the  felony  till  the  verdict  of  not  guilty  was  pronounced. 
But  it  is  before  the  verdict  is  pronounced^  as  I  conceive, 
that  the  Judge  is  to  tell  the  jury  that  if  they  acquit  of 
felony  they  may  convict  of  assault;  it  is  not  by  the  verdict 
of  ^^  not  guilty  of  the  felony"  that  the  Judge  is  prevented 
from  drawing  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  minor  offence. 
The  statute  clearly  supposes  the  direction  to  be  given  to  the 
jury  that  if  they  acquit  of  the  felony  they  may  find  a  verdict 
of  guilty  of  assault,  the  evidence  warranting  such  finding. 

In  this  case,  morally  spealdng,  the  jury  would  not  have 
been  justified  in  disbelieving  the  medical  evidence,  and  con- 
cluding that  the  assaults,  of  which  the  prisoners  were  proved 
to  have  been  guilty,  caused  the  death.  But  cases  may 
easily  be  imagined  in  which  the  jury  would  be  justified  in 
disbelieving  medical  evidence,  and,  in  spite  of  it,  properly 
finding  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  the  murder.  How  then  are 
we  to  lay  down  a  rule — ^that  assaults  once  connected  with 
the  felony  are  to  be  disconnected  from  it  by  a  medical 
opinion  that  they  did  not  conduce  to  the  death?  It  was 
hardly  contended  at  the  bar  that  the  prisoners  might  not 
have  been  convicted  of  the  assaults  if  it  had  turned  out  to 
be  a  case  in  which  no  felony  appeared  to  be  committed. 
And  I  cannot  understand  how  the  case  is  less  within  the 
statute  because  the  evidence  led  to  the  belief  that  a  murder 
had  been  perpetrated  in  which  the  prisoners  were  not  im- 
pUcated. 

A  good  deal  of  stress  was  laid  upon  the  power  given  by 
the  8th  section  of  7  "Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  to  sentence 
any  person  found  guilty  of  the  offence  within  the  Act  to 
hard  labour  and  solitary  confinement.  But  this  argument 
was  exhausted  when  the  Judges  determined  that  the  enact- 
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1851.  ment  about  oonviotmg  of  assaults  was  not  limited  to  as- 
j^^^  saults  in  an  attempt  to  commit  a  felony.  The  power  of 
BiM>.  punishing  by  hard  labour  and  solitary  confinement  is  only 
disoretionaiy,  and  the  Legislature  probably  thought  that  it 
might  often  be  usefully  exercised  if  the  assault  was  con- 
nected with  the  commission  of  a  felony,  although  proof  had 
not  been  given  that  the  felony  was  attempted.  In  the  pre- 
sent case  had  there  been  a  conviction  for  the  assault  at  the 
first  trial  simple  imprisonment  might  have  been  generally 
considered  an  inadequate  punishment  for  the  delinquency 
established. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to  the  Tarioos 
decisions  which  have  been  commented  upon  by  my  learned 
brothers  who  have  preceded  me.  I  will  content  myself 
with  observing  that  the  most  recent  of  these,  iZ.  v.  Birch^ 
seems  to  me  to  be  an  express  authority  for  this  con- 
struction of  the  statute.  There  no  felony  had  been  con- 
summated, and  the  jury  expressly  found  that  the  assault 
had  not  been  committed  with  an  intent  to  rob.  Yet  the 
Judges  unanimously  held  that  the  prisoner  had  been  pro- 
perly found  guilty  of  the  assault.  Gould  it  have  made  any 
difference  in  that  case  if  there  had  been  additional  evidence 
that  after  Birch  (the  prisoner)  struck  the  prosecutor,  a 
stranger  was  seen  to  give  him  an  additional  blow,  to  take 
his  purse,  and  then  to  escape? 

I  must  beg  the  particular  notice  of  my  brethren  to 
the  replication  to  the  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  on  which 
the  issue  is  joined, — ^'that  the  prisoners  were  not  ac- 
quitted of  the  felony  and  murder,  including  the  same 
identical  assaults  charged  in  the  present  indictment/' 
The  case  submitted  to  us  expressly  states  that  the  as- 
saults for  which  the  second  indictment  was  preferred  were 
given  in  evidence  at  the  former  trial,  that  '^  the  Counsel 
for  the  prosecution  in  opening  the  case  to  the  jury  on 
the  former  trial  had  opened  these  different  assaults  as  con- 
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dnoiTe  to  the  death ;"  and  that,  ^4t  was  not  shown  on  the  1851. 
second  trial  that  there  wore  any  other  assaults  committed  bxo^ 
but  those  which  were  given  in  evidence  on  the  former 
trial/'  I  am  bound  to  say  that  upon  this  statement  the 
prisoners  were  acquitted  of  the  same  identical  assaults 
charged  in  the  present  indictment,  and  are  therefore  enti- 
tled to  our  judgment. 

I  need  only  very  briefly  advert  to  the  argmnent  urged  by 
the  Counsel  for  the  prosecution,  that  even  upon  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  prisoners  might  have  been  convicted  of  the 
assaults  under  the  first  indictment,  yet  as  the  Judge  did 
not  submit  this  question  to  the  jury  the  general  acquittal 
does  not  entitle  them  to  plead  autrefois  acquit  in  bar  of  the 
indictment  for  misdemeanour ;  but  if  they  might  lawfully 
have  been  convicted  of  the  assault  at  the  first  trial  they 
were  then  in  haeard,  and  they  are  not  again  to  be  put  in 
hazard  of  being  convicted  of  the  same  charge.  There 
would  be  no  safety  for  mankind  if  the  t)enefit  of  a  former 
acquittal  might  be  done  away  with  by  inquiring  into  the 
tenns  in  which  the  Judge  summed  up  at  the  former  trial, 
although  the  indictment  and  the  evidence  then  given  sought 
to  convict  the  prisoner  of  the  same  offence  for  which  he  is 
again  prosecuted,  and  if  he  were  guilty  of  it  there  was  an 
opportmiity  of  establishing  his  guilt.  It  is  only  the  igno- 
rant and  the  presumptuous  who  would  propose  that  a  man 
should  be  liable  to  be  again  accused  after  a  judgment  regu- 
larly given  pronouncing  him  to  be  innocent.  According  to 
this  novel  doctrine,  the  Crown  might  a  second  time  pro- 
secute for  high  treason  a  person  who  had  been  acquitted  of 
the  charge  by  a  jury  of  his  country,  and  there  would  be  no 
end  to  prosecutions  for  felony  or  misdemeanour  prompted 
by  private  malevolence. 

I  have  only  further  to  observe  that  I  think  the  direction  of 
the  learned  Judge  at  the  last  trial  was  exceptionable,  and  I 

VOL.  I.  p  p 
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1861.  hardly  see  how  the  oonvioiion  under  it  can  be  approved  by 
ijbo.  t>.  any  who  are  not  of  opinion  that  there  can  only  be  a  oonTio- 
^^'  Hon  of  assault  under  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  o.  85,  where  the 
assault  was  in  an  attempt  to  oonimit  the  felony.  He  told 
the  jury  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  there  were  seyeral 
distinct  and  independent  assaults,  some  or  one  of  which  did 
not  in  any  way  conduce  to  the  death  of  the  deceased,  it 
would  be  their  duty  to  find  a  Yerdict  for  the  Crewn.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  he  should  only  have  directed  the  jury  to  find 
for  the  Crewn  if  there  were  any  assault  in  evidenoe  which 
was  not  included  in  the  former  indictment,  and  not  offered 
in  evidence  at  the  former  trial  as  part  of  the  transaction 
so  that  it  might  be  considered  an  independent  and  distinct 
assault  unconnected  with  the  felony.  Ab  he  directed  the 
jury,  they  were  bound  to  convict  if  there  was  any  assault  in 
evidence  which  did  not  in  fact  co!nduce  to  the  death  of  ihe 
deceased,  however  it  might  have  been  connected  with  the 
felony,  and  indeed  with  whatever  intent  it  might  have  been 
inflicted.  The  result  of  the  evidence  at  the  first  trial  is 
supposed  to  be,  that  the  death  was  caused  exclusively  by  a 
blow  subsequently  given,  which  was  not  the  subject  of  the 
second  indictment.  Upon  this  supposition  no  prior  assault 
could  have  conduced  to  the  death.  Therefore  the  jury  at 
the  last  trial  were  obliged  to  find  a  verdict  of  '^  guiUy,"  as 
none  of  the  assaults  preved  did  conduce  to  the  death, 
although  they  were  all  offered  in  evidence  as  conducing  to 
the  death  and  were  substantial  evidence  to  prove  the  murder. 
This  seems  to  me  not  only  to  differ  from  my  construction 
of  the  statute,  but  to  put  a  narrower  construction  upon  it 
than  it  has  at  any  time  received,  since  the  decisions  that 
the  assault  need  not  be  committed  in  an  attempt  to  commit 
the  felony. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  that  the  conviction  ought  to 
be  quashed;  but  a  majority  of  the  Court  being  of  a  contraiy 
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opinion,  fhe  oonviotion  is  affirmed,  and  the  judgment  which  1851. 
waB  respited  mil  be  pronounced  upon  the  defendants  at  the  bbq.  t^. 
nerf  assizes  for  the  county  of  Devon.  ^"^' 

I  hope  I  may  without  impropriety  express  a  wish  that 
the  Legislature  will  speedily  repeal  or  explain  the  enact- 
ment which  has  caused  such  confusion.  Of  course  I  am 
ready  to  abandon  the  construction  of  it  for  which  I  have 
been  contending,  and  most  respectfully  and  submisBively  to 
be  governed  by  the  opinion  of  my  learned  brethren  who 
differ  from  me ;  but  I  have  not  been  able  to  gather  from 
them  any  dear  and  certain  rule  for  my  future  guidance,  and 
I  am  afraid  that  without  the  interference  of  Parliament, 
notwithstanding  our  best  efforts  to  be  unanimous,  we  our- 
selves, as  well  as  others,  may  again  find  it  difficult  to  anti- 
cipate the  result  of  our  deliberations. 
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THE  POUETEENTH  YEAR  OF  THE  BEIGN  OP  VIOTORIA. 

OOBiJC 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Coleridge,  J. 

Aldersox,  B.  Platt,  B. 

Talpourd,  J. 


The  Queen  against  William  Davis. 
IDEM  SONANS.  ^f^: 


"  Upon  the  trial,  for  a  felony,  of  William  Dayb  at  the  a  prifloner  was 

'  *^ '  inmoted  for  xe- 

Quarter  Sessions  held  at  Dorchester,  for  the  oounty  of  oeiymg,  &c., 

the  goods  of 

Dorset,  on  the  31st  day  of  Deoember,  1850,  it  appeared  DaAut  o.  The 
that  the  property  alleged  to  be  stolen  was  stated  in  both  m  eridence  that 
counts  of  the  indictment  to  be  the  property  of  Darius  tt^uO.  Held, 
Christopher.    A  person  of  the  name  of  Christopher,  the  tionof  iXT' 
prosecutor  of  the  charge,  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  on  Sejjji^ '*^' 
being  asked  what  was  his  christian  name  said  it  was  '  Trius.' 
It  was  then  objected  by  the  prisoner's  Counsel  that  the 
property  had  been  laid  in  the  wrong  person.     It  was 
answered  that  the  rale  of  law  as  to  idem  aonans  was  appli- 
cable, and  that  Trius  and  Darius  when  pronounced  sounded 
as  the  same  words,  and  of  this  opinion  was  the  Court,  and 
overruled  the  objection.    The  trial  then  proceeded,  and 
the  prisoner  was  found  guilty  on  the  second  count.    The 
Court  did  not  pass  sentence,  but  reserved  the  question 
above  mooted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Justices  of  either 
Bench,  and  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer.    The  prisoner 
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1851.       was  discharged  on  reoognizance  of  bail  to  appear  and 

reo.  V,      receive  judgment  at  the  next  Quarter  Sessions  in  April. 

Davis.  u  rjt^^  question  for  the  Court  is, — are  the  words  *  Trius,' 

and  *'  Darius '  pronounced  so  as  to  produce  the  same  sound. 

If  so,  the  conviction  is  to  stand.     If  not,  the  prisoner  is  to 

be  entitled  to  an  acquittal. 

"  Geoegb  Pickard  Cambridge, 

«  Chairman." 
The  case  was  sent  back  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Quarter 
Sessions  for  him  to  state  whether  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to 
decide  ^'if  the  two  names  sound  alike  so  as  to  designate 
the  prosecutor  and  no  one  else,  thereby  distinguiahing  him 
from  all  others." 

The  Chairman  returned,  "  That  on  his  laying  down  the 
rale  as  to  names  being  idem  aonantiay  and  the  Court  being 
of  opinion  that  the  names  Darius  (pronounced  in  the  Dor- 
setshire dialect  D'rius)  and  Trius  sounded  alike,  the  case 
proceeded  without  its  being  either  expressly  or  substan- 
tially left  to  the  jury  to  decide  as  to  the  question  of  the 
names  sounding  alike,  but  the  jury  found  their  verdict 
upon  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  motion  of  Counsel  was 
in  arrest  of  judgment." 
No  Counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 
Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — We  cannot,  in  point  of  law,  say 
that  Darius  and  Trius  are  the  same  in  sound.  It  was  a 
question  for  the  jury.  Sometimes  names  may  be  spelt 
differently  and  yet  pronounced  the  same,  but  in  others  a 
slight  difference  in  the  manner  in  which  the  name  is  written, 
may  be  fated,  as  in  the  case  of  Shakespeare  and  Shakepeare, 
because  the  S  is  always  sounded.  The  conviction  must  be 
quashed. 

Alderson,  B.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Talfourd, 
J.,  concurred ;  Coleridge,  J.,  observing  that  a  west-country 
jury  woidd  have  found  the  names  were  the  same  in  sound. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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The  Qttbek  against  John  Poyseb.  „  ,   7^' 

•^  Saturday^ 

April  26. 

Ciw^  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Baron  Alderaon,  

Thepriaoner 

liAECENT.  ous  artidea  of 

clothing  from 

"  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me,  for  larceny,  at  the  J^  abSlS^^e*^ 
last  Assizes  for  the  cotinty  of  Leicester.    It  appeared  at  ^^*^i  ,*® 

•^  -tr  each  article  was 

the  trial  that  the  prisoner  was  employed  by  the  proseofator,  affi^ced  a  bcmj- 
who  was  a  tailor,  to  sell  clothes  for  him  about  the  oonntry,  priaoner  was  to 

receivo  a  com- 

and  upon  the  following  terms : — The  prosecutor  fixed  the  miBsion  upon 
price  of  each  article,  and  the  prisoner  was  entrusted  to  sell  sold,  and  to 
them  at  that  fixed  price,  and  when  he  had  done  so  was  to  mainder.  The 
bring  back  the  money  and  the  remainder  of  the  clothes  un-  l^i^Ofpawned 
sold,  and  was  to  have  Sa.  in  the  pound  on  the  moneys  re-  JSwiated^e 
oeived,  for  his  trouble.    On  the  12th  of  February  last,  he  sf ^dd,Xt 
took  away  a  parcel  of  clothes  upon  these  terms,  and  instead  ^n^^S*^'^^ 
of  disposing  of  them  according  to  the  above  arrangement,  ia««^y- 
he  fraudulently  pawned  a  portion  of  them  for  his  own  bene- 
fit, and  having  so  done,  he  afterwards  fraudulently  appro- 
priated the  residue  to  his  own  use.    These  facts  having 
appeared,  I  directed  the  jury  that  the  original  bailment  of 
the  goods  by  the  prosecutor  to  the  prisoner  was  determined 
by  this  unlawful  act  in  pawning  part  of  them,  and  that  the 
subsequent  fraudulent  appropriation  by  the  prisoner  of  the 
residue  of  the  goods  to  his  own  use,  would,  in  point  of  law, 
amount  to  a  larceny.  TTpon  this  direction  the  prisoner  was 
found  guilty,  and  I  desire  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  upon  the 
point,  whether  this  direction  was  right. 

"E.  M.  Alderson." 

ff Brian  for  the  prisoner. — {AMerson^  B. — ^Is  not  this 
like  the  case  of  a  carrier  P]  There  is  this  distinction ; — the 
carrier  receives  the  goods  in  bidk,  to  be  delivered  in  the 

qq2 
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1851.  same  state  as  that  in  which  he  reoeiyes  them;  he  has  no 
rbo.  r.  authority  to  separate  them ;  the  prisoner  received  the  goods 
separately,  made  them  himself  into  one  parcel,  and  was  to 
dispose  of  them,  each  article  separately,  or  otherwise,  as  he 
might  find  persons  to  purchase.  It  was  immaterial  tiiat  he 
received  them  all  at  the  same  time  from  the  prosecutor. 
Each  artide  had  a  separate  price  attached  to  it,  and  the 
prisoner  had  the  lawful  possession  of  each  to  sell  at  that 
price.  It  was  quite  clear  the  prisoner  himself  might  have 
become  the  purchaser,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  disposing 
of  any  of  the  articles,  he  might  at  any  time  break  the  bulk. 
He  submitted  that  there  was  a  separate  bailment  in  respect 
of  each  of  the  articles ;  that,  unless  it  were  so,  the  prisoner 
could  not  have  disposed  of  any  portion  of  them  separately, 
[iorrf  Campbellf  C.  J. — There  would  have  been  nothing 
wrong  in  his  separating  them  in  the  course  of  his  duty.] 
Meg.  V.  Stear  (a),  Beg.  v.  Hey  (J).  lAlderson^  B. — ^Tour 
case  is  that  of  a  carrier  having  half-a-dozen  parcels,  and  dis- 
posing of  one  of  them.] 

No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown. 

LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  the  conviction  is 
right.  If  it  could  have  been  made  out  that  each  artide 
was  a  separate  bailment,  the  argument  for  the  prisoner 
would  have  been  correct.  But  when  I  read  the  case,  the 
only  inference  I  can  draw  is,  that  there  was  but  one  bail- 
ment, although  it  was  composed  of  different  articles.  If 
that  be  so,  any  tortious  act  determines  it ;  and  if  done  animo 
Jurandi  it  is  larceny. 

Alderson,  B.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  Talfoxjrd,  J., 
concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  1  Den.  C.  0.  349;  ante,  p.  11. 
(&)  1  Den.  C.  C.  602;  ante,  p.  209. 


J 
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The  Queen  against  William  Potteb.  ^  ^^^ 

Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Justice  CressmlL  ^Aprule' 


COUNTING-HOUSE.  a  bmlding,  part 

of  the  premiaes 

"  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  breaking  and  entering  the  was  ^^^e 
oonnting-house  of  David  Gamble,  at  the  parish  of  Presoot,  ho^Sl^Vxi 
and  stealing  therein  500  pennies,  &e.,  the  moneys  of  the  2SS,£^t^nt 
said  David  Gamble.  ^^  ^f^^ 

and  entered  in 

"  It  appeared  in  evidence,  on  the  trial  before  me  at  liver-  » ^>ook  kept 

^  ,  .  there.    Other 

pooL  that  David  Gamble  was  proprietor  of  extensive  chem-  ?oo^»  uauaUy 

,  ,  kept  in  another 

ical  works  at  Prescot,  and  that  the  prisoner  broke  and  en-  bmidi^caiied 
tered  a  building,  part  of  the  premises  of  David  Gamble  were  used  tkere 
which  was  commonly  called  the  machine-house,  and  stole  of  takix^^tiSe^ 
therein  a  large  quantity  of  copper  money.    In  this  building  p^^  thtm^ 
there  was  a  weighing-machine,  at  which  all  goods  sent  out  h^^^^ 
were  weighed,  and  one  of  Gamble's  servants  kept  in  that  JSSbS^^*" 
building  a  book,  in  which  he  entered  aU  goods  weighed  and  ^at^^^^' 
sent  out.    The  account  of  the  time  of  the  men  employed  in  ^-  ^'  ^  ^» 
different  departments  was  taken  in  that  building,  and  their 
wages  were  paid  there.    The  books  in  which  their  time  was 
entered  were  brought  to  that  building  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  entries  and  paying  the  wages.    At  other  times 
they  were  kept  in  another  building  called  the  office,  where 
the  general  books  and  accounts  of  the  concern  were  kept. 
It  was  objected  for  the  prisoner,  that  the  building  broken 
and  entered  by  bini  was  not  properly  described  as  a  count- 
ing-house.   The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  I  ab- 
stained from  passing  any  sentence,  wishing  to  have  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  question,  whether  the  prisoner 
can  be  punished  for  breaking  and  entering  a  counting-house, 
and  stealing  therein,  or  for  simple  larceny  only.    In  the 
mean  time  he  remains  in  custody. 

**  C.  Obesswell." 
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1851.  No  Counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

bbjj.v.  Lokd  Campbell,  C,  J. — ^We  have  looked  to  this  case,  and 

PoTTBB.  fluut  the  oonyiotion  right.  There  "was  abundant  evidenoe 
to  show  that  this  was  a  oounting-house  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  15. 

Alderson,  B.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  Talpourd,  J., 
concurred. 

Conyiction  affirmed. 
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The  Qubex  against  Hallett.  1851. 

SaturdaVf 

Case  reserved  hy  the  Honourable  Justice  Tal/aurd.  AprU^. 

An  arbitrator 

PERJURY.  appointed  nn- 

der  the  Ck>unty 

^'The  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the  last  Gloucester  Assizes  no  power  to  ad- 
for  perjury  committed  before  an  arbitrator,  on  an  arbitration  ©ath.     ^ 
directed  by  order  of  the  judge  of  a  County  Court  and  birfSSa"^^ 
assent  of  the  parties  pursuant  to  the  77th  section  of  9  &  10  |2^^  ^^^ 
Yict.  0.  95.    The  oath  was  administered  in  the  usual  form 
by  the  arbitrator  appointed. 

It  was  objected  for  the  prisoner  (a)  that  the  arbitrator 
had  no  power  either  under  the  County  Court  Act  or  other- 
wise to  administer  the  oath,  and  that  neither  by  that  Act 
or  otherwise  was  a  party  sworn  and  giving  evidence  at 
such  arbitration  made  liable  to  the  pains  of  perjury. 

"  The  prisoner  was  found  Ghiilty.  I  respited  the  judg- 
ment, and  reserved  the  point  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  Criminal  Appeal. 

'^  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is  whether  an 
indictment  for  perjury  will  lie  in  respect  of  an  oath  so 
taken  and  evidence  so  given. 

"  T.  N.  Talfoubd.'* 

Skinner y  ior  the  prisoner.  In  Watson  on  Awards  (6),  it 
is  laid  down  that  ^'in  cases  where  the  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion is  by  agreement,  and  does  not  contain  a  provision  that 
it  may  be  made  a  rule  of  Court,  the  law  remains  as  it  was  ^ 
before  the  statute,  viz.,  that  the  arbitrator  has  no  power  to 
administer  an  oath  to  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  before 

(a)  The  prisoner  was  defendant  in  the  canae  referred  to  arbitration.  Upon 
the  application  of  Mr.  Skinner  to  have  that  fact  added  to  the  case,  the  Court 
took  the  case  as  if  the  words  "  party  in  the  cause  "  had  been  inserted. 

(6)  3id  edit.  p.  126. 
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1861.       him."    The  statute  referred  to  is  the  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  o. 


Beo  V       ^9  B.  41,  by  whioh  it  is  proyided  *'  that  when  in  any  rule 
^^'^^     or  order  of  reference,  or  in  any  submisBion  to  arbitndian 
containing  an  agreement  that  the  submission  shall  be  made 
a  rule  of  Courts  it  shall  be  ordered   or  agreed  that  the 
witnesses  upon  such  reference  shall  be  examined  upon  oath, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  arbitrator  or  umpire,  or  any  one 
arbitrator,  and   he   or  they  are  hereby  authorized  and 
required  to  administer  an  oath  to  suoh  witnesses,  or  to 
take  their  affirmation  in  oases  when  affirmation  is  allowed 
by  law  instead  of  oath ;  and  if  upon  suoh  oath  or  affirma- 
tion any  person  making  the  same  shall  wilfully  and  oor- 
ruptly  give  any  false  evidenoe,  every  person  so  offending 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  guilty  of  perjury,  and 
shall  be  prosecuted  and  punished  accordingly."    This  is  the 
only  authority  of  an  arbitrator  to  administer  an  oath,  and 
the  statute  would  seem  to  be  restrained  to  proceedings  in 
the  superior  courts  at  Westminster.    It  applies  only  in 
those  cases  in  which  the  rule  or  order  of  reference  is 
made  a  rule  of  Court.    It  could  not  have  any  applicatioii 
to  the  County  Courts  which   were  not  in  existence  at 
the  time,  nor  even  contemplated.    The  statute  which  regu- 
lates the  proceedings  of  those  Courts  on  this  subject^  the 
9  &  10  Yict.  c.  95,  s.  69,  limits  the  power,  to  administer 
the  oath,  to  the  Judge.     The  77th  section,  that  under 
which  the  arbitrator  is  appointed,  does  not  confer  any 
power  for  that  purpose ;  and  the  83rd  section  expressly  pro- 
vides that  in  any  proceeding   under  the  Act  where  the 
parties  are  to  be  examined  the  oath  shall  be  administered 
by  the  proper  officer  of  the  Court.    In  sect.  84,  the  crime 
of  perjury  in  the  County   Courts   is  specially  defined. 
"Every  person  who  in   any  examination  upon  oath  or 
solemn  affirmation  before  any  Judge  of  the  County  Court, 
shalL  wilfully  and  corruptly  give  false  evidence,  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  perjury."    Therefore,  in  order  to  render 


Halleit. 
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a  paxty  guiltj  of  perjuiy,  the  statute  not  only  requires  that  1851. 
the  oath  should  be  administared  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  -bm.v. 
Courty  but  also  that  the  false  eyidenoe  should  be  given 
before  the  Judge  himself.  Upon  an  examination  before 
the  grand  jury  the  oath  is  always  administered  before  the 
Judge  of  the  Court.  To  constitute  the  crime  of  peijuiy  it 
is  not  sufficient  that  the  party  swear  falsely  in  a  pro- 
ceeding; it  must  be  where  the  party  administering  the 
oath  has  authority  at  common  law  to  do  so,  or  where  he 
has  an  authority  expressly  provided  by  statute. 

IPMahofij  for  the  Grown.  It  was  not  material  that  the 
party  convicted  was  himself  a  party  to  the  cause.  [^Lard 
Campbell  J  C.  J. — No,  nothing  turns  upon  that  (a) .]  In  Haw. 
P.  C.  (b)  it  is  said  "  that  aU  such  false  oaths  as  are  taken 
before  those  who  are  in  any  ways  intrusted  with  the  adminis- 
tration of  public  justice  in  relation  to  any  matter  before 
them,  in  debate,  are  properly  perjuries."]  [Lord  Campbell, 
G.  J. — ^There  is  no  instance  of  an  arbitrator  having  taken 
upon  himself  to  administer  an  oath  before  the  statute  (e). 
In  Bum's  Just,  {d)  it  is  said  that  where  a  party  has  power  to 
hear  and  determine  a  cause  it  is  an  incident  to  that  power 
that  he  has  the  authority  to  examine  upon  oath.  Here  the 
arbitrator  having  an  authority  under  the  statute  to  hear 
and  determine,  has  necessarily  the  power  to  do  all  that  is 
requisite  to  arrive  at  a  just  determination.  He  also  re- 
ferred to  a  paragraph  in  Bum^s  Just.  ^'  Oaths,"  s.  1,  on  the 
Stat.  1  &  2  PhiL  &  M.  c.  13,  and  2  Vin.  Abr.  "Oath," 
A.  5,  6. 

LoBD  Gampbell,  G.  J. — ^This  is  a  case  of  considerable 
importance,  and  it  is  a  very  fit  case  to  be  brought  before 
this  Gourt  to  be  determined.  But  I  entertain  no  doubt 
whatever  upon  the  question.    The  77th  sect,  of  the  Goimty 

(a)  See  1  Haw.,  P.  C,  bk.  1,  o.  27,  e.  6. 
ib)  6k.  1,  0. 27, 8.  3.  (e)  Z&i  Wfll.  IV. o. 42, 8. 41. 

(d)  «  Oafli,"  8. 1. 
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1851.  OoTirts  Act  (a)y  gives  authority  to  the  County  Court  Judges 
Bxa,  V.  with  the  consent  of  both  parties  to  refer  certain  matters  to 
arbitration,  and  to  appoint  an  arbitrator  under  the  authority 
of  the  Court ;  but  it  says  nothing  as  to  any  power  on  the 
part  of  the  arbitrator  to  administer  an  oath,  and  I  think  he 
has  not  such  power.  It  was  the  uniyersal  understanding 
in  reference  to  the  superior  Courts  before  the  statute  3 
&  4  Will.  lY.  c.  42,  s.  41,  that  although  a  person  had 
authority  to  examine  he  had  no  authority  to  administer  an 
oath.  That  statute  first  gave  the  authority,  and  declared 
that  every  person  swearing  falsely  before  the  arbitrator 
should  be  guilty  of  perjury.  But  there  is  no  such  power 
upon  a  reference  from  a  County  Court  any  more  than  an 
arbitrator  had  power  under  a  rule  of  Court  before  the  stat. 
3  &  4  Will.  rV.  c.  42,  s.  41.  False  swearing,  therefore, 
before  such  a  person  is  not  perjury.  The  judgment  of 
Lord  Holt  {b)  which  has  been  referred  to  must  be  taken  to 
apply  to  oases  where  the  parties  are  proceeding  judicially 
according  to  the  common  law.  It  cannot  have  any  refer- 
ence to  the  common-law  proceedings  of  an  arbitrator. 

Aldbrsok,  B.,  Colbridge,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Talfoubp, 
J.,  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed. 

(a)  9  &  10  Vict.  0.  95. 

{b)  In  Vin.  Abr.,  "  Oath,"  0.  6,  from  12  Mod.  393 ;  See  also,  1  Lord  Bajm. 
472,  s.  a 
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Thr  Queen  against  Mary  Ann  Bennett.  1851. 

SaturdaVf 

Case  reserved  by  the  Honourable  Justice  Talfourd,  April  2L 

The  prisoner 

PEBJTJET.  WM  indicted 

J.  .MuoMv  w  a.«  ^  Jqj  perjuiy. 

,       _    -  _      -         The  inaictment 

^'  Mary  Ann  Bennett  was  tned  before  me,  at  the  last  aUeged  that. 
Assizes  for  the  comity  of  Gloucester,  on  an  indictment  toia^m^^ch* 
charging  her  with  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  committed  on  wu^a^faoen, 
the  trial,  at  the  Gloucester  Spring  Assizes,  1850,  of  Shad-  (rndTiTTOBtf 
raoh  Lewis  and  Isaac  Hopkins  for  a  rape  upon  herself.        ^^^^S" 

**  The  indictment  against  Mary  Ann  Bennett,  after  stating  ^  JJg^  ^jj_ 
the  trial  and  the  oath  taken  by  the  prisoner  as  a  witness  in  i^^f^^^^.^ 
the  usual  form,  proceeded  thus  to  allege  the  materiality  of  *J**  ^e  swore 

ui&b  Biie  never 

the  matters  assigned  as  perjury  and  the  prisoner's  eyidence,  go* «  ^r.  Miio 
to  which  the  assignments  were  appucable : —  (pointed  out  to 

^'  That,  upon  the  trial  of  the  said  indictment,  the  follow-  and  who  was 
ing  questions  became  and  were  material,  and  each  of  them  \!nStten  the  Zt 

.•!«  J  '       J.     •  t  _j.«  t    At       ter)  to  write  <t 

respectiyely  became  and  was  a  material  question ;  whether  letter  for  her. 

or  not  the  said  Maiy  Ann  Bennett  ever  got  one  Milo  Wil-  ^en  A^rnto 

liams,  to  write  a  letter  for  her,  and  whether  or  not  she  J^Ji^  ^ 

the  said  Mary  Ann  Bennett  saw  the  said  Milo  Williams  ^^[^dthatthe 

at  the  house  of  the  father  of  the  said  prisoner  Shad-  JJ^^j^^^J!* 

rach  Lewis,  when  the  said  letter  was  written,  and  whether  ^^^^  ^    - 

or  not  she  ever  saw  the  said  Milo  Williams  at  the  house  of  legation  in  re- 
ference to  Milo 
the  said  father  of  the  prisoner  Shadrach  Lewis,  and  whether  Williams  wsa 

or  not  she  ever  saw  the  said  Milo  Williams  in  any  house.  That  the  letter 
and  whetheror  not  she  ever  saw  the  said  Milo  Williams  more  kl^tifle^^  ^ 
than  once,  and  whether  or  not  the  said  Shadrach  Lewis  and 
the  said  Isaac  Hopkins,  or  either  of  them,  violently,  feloni- 
ously and  against  the  will  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Bennett 
ravished  her. 

'^  That  said  Mary  Ann  Bennett  being  so  sworn,  &c.. 
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1851.  then  and  there^  on  the  said  trial,  upon  her  oath 
Rao.  V.  falsely,  ooiruptly,  and  wilfully,  &o.  did  depose  and  swear 
(amongst  other  things)  in  suhstanoe  and  to  the  effect  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say,  that  she  (meaning  the  said  Maiy  Ann 
Bennett)  never  got  a  Mr.  Milo  Williams  (he,  the  said  Milo 
Williams  being  then  present  in  Court  during  the  said 
trial)  to  write  a  letter  for  her,  and  that  she  (meaning  the 
said  Mary  Ann  Bennett)  did  not  see  the  said  Mr.  Milo  Wil- 
liams at  the  house  of  the  father  of  the  said  prisoner  Shadraeh 
Lewis  when  the  said  letter  was  written,  and  that  she  (mean- 
ing the  scdd  Mary  Ann  Bennett)  never  saw  the  said  Mr. 
Milo  Williams  at  the  said  house  of  the  said  father  of  the 
said  prisoner  Shadraeh  Lewis,  and  that  she  (meaning  the 
said  Mary  Ann  Bennett)  never  saw  the  said  Milo  Williams 
in  any  house,  and  that  she  (meaning  the  said  Mary  AViTt 
Bennett)  never  saw  the  said  Milo  Williams  more  than  once, 
and  that  the  said  Shadraeh  Lewis  and  Isaac  HopHns  vio- 
lently, feloniously,  and  against  the  consent  of  the  said  Maiy 
Ann  Bennett  ravished  her." 

^^The  indictment  then  proceeded  to  negative  the  truth  of 
the  matters  sworn  in  these  terms : — 

"  *  Whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  Mary  Ann  Ben- 
nett did  get  the  said  Milo  Williams  to  write  a  letter  for 
her,'  &c. 

^^  And  concluded  in  the  usual  form. 

"  It  was  proved,  that,  at  the  trial  of  Lewis  and  Hop- 
kins, the  prisoner,  then  the  witness,  was  ajsked,  on 
her  cross-examination,  whether  she  ever  got  Mr.  Milo 
Williams  (who  was  pointed  out  to  her  in  Court)  to 
write  a  letter  for  her.  That  she  replied,  *  No,  I  did  not' 
That  a  letter  was  then  exhibited  to  her,  and  the  question 
was  repeated  as  to  Hhis  letter.'  That  she  repeated  her 
denial.  She  was  then  asked,  *  Did  you  not  get  Mr.  Milo 
Williams  to  write  this  letter  at  Lewis's  father's  house? 
She  replied,  *  I  did  not.'    She  was  then  asked  whether  she 
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ever  saw  Williams  at  Lewis's  father's  house.  She  said,  ^  I  1851. 
never  did.'  Again,  whether  she  ever  saw  Williams  P  She  jisa.v. 
replied,  ^Onoe  at  Chepstow;  never  but  once.'  She  was 
then  farther  asked  whether  she  ever  saw  Williams  at  her 
father's  house.    She  replied, '  Not  in  any  house.' 

^'  The  questions  were  afterwards  in  substance  repeated  to 
her  by  the  Judge,  but  she  persisted  in  the  same  denials. 

**  She  deposed  to  the  perpetration  of  a  rape  on  her  person 
by  both  prisoners  in  succession,  each  assisting  the  other. 

*^  After  the  trial  of  the  indictment  for  perjury  the  letter  in 
question  which  had  been  given  in  evidence  to  contradict 
her  on  the  trial  for  rape,  was  sworn  by  Milo  Williams  to 
have  been  written  at  the  house  of  the  father  of  Lewis  after 
the  committal  for  rape,  by  himself  upon  her  suggestions, 
read  over  to  her  by  him,  signed  by  her  with  her  mark,  and 
by  him  taken  away  for  transmission  to  Lewis  in  Gf^louoester 
gaol.    It  was  as  follows : — 

*'  St.  BriavaU's  Common, 

"  January  4th,  1850. 

**  Shadraoh  Lewis. 

«  Dear  Friend, 

^^  Your  master  Mr.  Milo  Williams  called  to  see 

your  father  about  your  unfortunate  situation.     I  have  told 

him  I  will  do  all  I  can  to  dear  you,  and  I  am  glad  I  was  at 

your  father's  house  when  Mr.  Williams  called.    I  should 

not  have  went  to  the  police  about  the  matter  at  all  if  I  had 

not  been  persuaded  by  Betty  Wood  and  Nany  Vine.    I 

had  too  many  backers  or  I  should  not  have  troubled  about 

it.    If  you  are  as  willing  as  myself  when  you  return  I  have 

no  doubt  all  will  be  well  as  it  was  before.    Your  father  is 

well. 

"  I  am,  yours  &c. 
''  Witness,  her 

" Mflo WilHams.  " ^^^^  Ann+^Bennett." 
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1861.  "  Other  oonfirmatoiy  proof  of  the  truth  of  Mr.  WilliamB' 

sxa.v.  Btatement  was  given,  and  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  Ghiilty 
on  all  the  assignments  of  perjury  except  on  that  assigned  on 
the  allegation  that  she  never  saw  Williams  but  onoe 
(which  there  was  no  proof  to  negative)  and  the  assignment 
on  the  allegation  of  rape  itself,  the  sufficiency  of  which 
therefore  it  is  not  necessaiy  to  consider. 

"  For  the  prisoner  it  was  objected, 

"  That  the  materiaHty  of  the  matters  assigned  as  perjury 
was  not  sufficiently  alleged  in  the  indictment. 

''That  the  reference  to  the  letter  was  too  vague  and 
general,  and  not  properly  pointed  to  the  particular  letter  in 
question. 

"  That  the  reference  to  Milo  Williams  and  to  Lewis's 
father's  house  were  not  properly  introduced  by  an  av^-- 
ment. 

"  That  the  letter  produced  in  evidence  was  not  sufficiently 
identified  with  the  statements  in  the  record  to  support 
them. 

''  It  was  also  contended  that  the  whole  transaction  of  the 
letter  was  not  sufficiently  material  to  the  charge  of  rape, 
but  I  thought  it  clearly  was  so  imder  all  the  circum- 
stances  in  proof  before  me,  and  I  did  not  reserve  this  ob- 
jection. 

"  I  respited  the  judgment  and  reserved  the  other  objec- 
tions for  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal. 

"  T.  N.  Talfourd." 

M^Mahany  for  the  prisoner. — It  was  charged  as  a  mate- 
rial question  whether  the  prisoner  ever  got  one  Milo  Wil- 
liams to  write  a  letter  for  her,  to  which  she  swore  that  she 
never  got  a  Mr.  Milo  Williams  to  write  a  letter  for  her. 
It  is  quite  possible  that  the  question  and  answer  may  have 
referred  to  two  distinct  persons.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
indictment  to  connect  them  as  the  same  person.    In  one 
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part  of  the  indictment  it  is  Mr.  Milo  WilliamB,  in  others       1851. 
only  Milo  Williams,  the  one  not  referring  to  the  other      -stsa.v. 
as  the  said  Milo  WilUams,  or  in  any  other  way  con-     ^*""**'^'* 
necting  them.     [Alderaon,  B. — ^It  is  not  Milo  Williams 
alone,  but  it  is  a  Milo  Williams  the  writer  of  the  letter.] 
The  letter  produced  in  evidence  was  not  material,  nor  was 
it  sufficiently  identified  with  the  letter  referred  to  upon  the 
record.    In  the  next  place  it  was  quite  immaterial  whether 
the  prisoner  saw  Milo  Williams  at  the  house  of  the  father 
of  Shadrach  Lewis,  or  even  whether  Shadrach  Lewis  had  a 
father.    \Lord  Campbelly  C.  J. — ^It  may  have  been  material 
as  a  matter  of  evidence ;  there  is  a  positive  averment  that 
it  was  material.] 

Powelly  for  the  Grown,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — The  MHo  Williams  who  wrote 
the  letter  is  the  Milo  Williams  who  was  present  in  Court, 
to  whom  the  evidence  applied,  and  who  is,  I  think,  suffici- 
ently identified  throughout.  As  to  the  objections  in  regard 
to  the  letter,  the  matters  alleged  to  be  material,  were  f  oimd 
to  be  so.  I  think  the  indictment  was  sufficient,  and  the 
conviction  must  be  sustained. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  had  some 
doubt  whether  the  allegation  as  to  the  letter  was  sufficient. 
The  writing  of  a  letter  by  a  Milo  Williams  may  or  may  not 
be  material,  but  the  vmting  a  particular  letter  by  a  MUo 
Williams  upon  an  occasion  referred  to  appears  to  be  suffi- 
cient. If  that  be  so,  there  is  no  difficulty  at  all,  because 
there  was  one  Milo  Williams,  and  when  the  prisoner 
swears,  that  Milo  Williams  is  pointed  out ;  this  identified 
him  virith  the  previous  averment. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  have  had  considerable  doubt,  but  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  indictment  is  good.  It 
would  have  been  clear  if  the  Milo  Williams  first  men- 
tioned had  been  subsequently  referred  to  as  the  said  Milo 


572  CASES  IN  THE  COURT  OF  CEIMINAL  APPEAL* 

1851.       Williams,  but  the  writing  of  the  letter  amounts  to  the  same 
^isa.v.      tJ^gj  ^^^  ^®  material  question  was,  whether  she  got  a 
Bbskbtt.     person  named  Milo  Williams  to  write  the  letter. 

Platt,  B.,  and  Talfoubd,  J.,  ooncuired. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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The  Queen  against  William  Fobd,  1851. 

Saturday 
AprU2\ 


IS 


'^ 


The  Queen  against  Ford,  Higoinson,  and  Maddogk.     Upon  the  orofls- 

flxamixiatioii  of 
a  witness  for 

OEOSS-EXAMINATION.  Oeproeecn- 

non.  ooniiBel 
for  uie  prisoner 

''  The  prisoner  was  indioted  for  a  burglary  in  the  dwelling  ought  not  to 

^  o      ./  o  be  allowed  to 

house  of  Edward  Johnson,  and  stealing  therefrom  two  hams.  putTX 
It  was  dearlj  proved  that  the  burglary  had  been  committed  Sbe  witness's 

-I.  J  XI.  J.      1  ji  11  1  hands  and  ask 

by  some  person  or  persons,  and  that  a  large  and  small  ham  himif  heper- 
had  been  stolen.    The  next  morning  but  one  after  the  bur-  stat^ent^e 

of  the  large  ham,  were  apprehended.  Maddook,  while  in  JJ^JjJ^**  °* 
oustody,  made  a  statement  to  a  polioeman,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  policeman  went  with  Haddock  to  Ford,  and 
asked  Ford,  ^  Where  the  hams  were  that  he  had  bought  of 
Higginson  P'  Ford  at  that  time  denied  haying  any  hams; 
but,  on  the  way  towards  his  house,  he  said  to  the  policeman, 
^  I  have  the  litth  ham  at  home,  but  I  know  nothing  at 
all  about  the  big  ham.' 

^^  The  policeman  added,  that  neither  he  nor  Maddook  had 
said  anything  about  little  or  big  hams  in  Ford's  hearing  be- 
fore Ford  made  this  statement.  On  cross-examination  the 
policeman  was  several  times  asked  whether  Maddock  did 
not  say  in  Ford's  hearing,  when  he  first  met  with  Ford, 
^  That  is  the  man  that  bought  the  big  and  the  little  ham,' 
which  he  as  often  denied.  The  prisoner's  Counsel  then 
proposed  to  put  his  deposition  into  his  hand,  to  desire  him 
to  read  it,  and,  having  done  so,  to  ask  him,  ^  Whether  he 
adhered  to  the  statement  that  nothing  had  been  said  about 
the  big  or  little  ham  in  Ford's  hearing,  before  Ford  made 
the  statement  about  them.'    But  the  prisoner's  Counsel 

VOL.  I.  B  B 
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1851.       did  not  propose  to  put  the  deposition  in  evidence.    The  de- 
Bbo.  r.       position  was  signed  hj  the  polioeman,  and  contained  a  Btat&- 
FosD.       ment  that  when  the  policeman  met  Ford,  Maddock  said, 
^  That  is  the  man  that  bought  the  big  and  little  ham.' 

^^  I  consulted  Mr.  Justice  Patteson,  and  finding  that  he 
had  an  impression  that  the  course  proposed  had  been  per- 
mitted by  some  of  the  learned  Judges,  but  that  his  opinion 
was  opposed  to  it,  and  entertaining  myself  a  veiy  decided 
opinion  against  such  a  course,  and  having  on  a  previouB  day 
in  the  same  Assizes  refused  to  permit  it  to  be  adopted,  I 
thought  it  better  to  refuse  to  permit  it  in  the  present  in- 
stance; but  out  of  respect  for  the  opinion  of  any  learned 
Judge  who  might  have  permitted  such  a  course,  and  in  order 
that  a  point  so  likely  to  recur  at  the  Sessions  aa  well  as  at 
the  Assises  might  be  finally  settled,  to  reeerye  this  case  for 
the  opinion  of  her  Majesiy's  Judges. 

^^  And  I  respectfully  request  their  opinion,  whether  the 
prisoner's  Counsel  was  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  put 
the  deposition  into  the  witness's  hand  to  desire  him  to  read 
ity  and  then  to  ask  him  whether  he  adhered  to  the  state- 
ment he  had  made. 

<<  William  Ford  was  convicted  and  sentenced  to  twelve 
calendar  months'  imprisonment,  with  hazd  labour. 

*^ChAS.  S.   Gt&EAYBS, 

''Stafford  Assizes,  1851." 

LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J.,'upon  this  case  being  called  on, 
said: — ^This  point  has  been  already  decided  in  a  case  of 
which  my  Brother  Parke  has  furnished  us  with  his  MB. 
note,  which  I  will  read:^ 

"  Some  oases  occurred  before  my  Brother  Coltmaa  at 
York,  and  myself  at  Liverpool,  in  which  the  Counsel  for 
the  prisoner,  in  cross-examining  a  witness  for  the  proseca- 
tion  offered  to  put  into  his  hand  his  deposition  before  tb 
magistrate,  and  then  proposed  to  ask  him  whether,  having 
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looked  at  the  paper,  he  still  persisted  in  the  statement  al-       1851. 
ready  made  in  his  eyidence  in  Court.    We  had  some  doubt      Bxa~v. 
aa  to  the  propriety  of  this  course,  but  it  having  been  per-       ^^^' 
mitted  by  some  Judges  we  thought  it  right  to  allow  it.   As 
it  is  veiy  desirable  that  uniformity  should  prevail  in  the 
practice  in  this  respect,  I  have  to  request  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges  whether  we  were  right. 

«  J.  Parks." 
Dated  28th  April,  1843. 

ANSWER 

"  The  Judges  are  of  opinion  that  the  course  pursued  in 
this  case  is  inexpedient,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed  for  the 
future. 

«  29th  April,  1843. 

"  Denman,  C.  J.,  Williams,  J., 

TiNDAL,  0.  J,,  OOLTMAN,  J., 

Parke,  B.,  Erskine,  J., 

Alderson,  B.,  Bolfe,  B., 

Pattbson,  J.,  Cresswell,  J." 

After  that  decision,  in  which  we  fully  concur,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary that  this  point  should  be  argued.  Such  a  practice 
is  contrary  to  principle,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed. 

Alderson,  B.  — The  practice  might  be  made  the  means  of 
inducing  the  jury  erroneously  to  believe  that  a  witness  was 
giving  testimony  at  variance  with  his  previous  statement. 

Coleridge,  J.,  Plait,  B.,  and  Talfourd,  J.,  concurred. 

Conviction  a£Srmed. 


rr2 
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1851.  The  Queen  against  Simon  Cohen, 

Saturday, 

April  26.  IN 


The  prisonOT      ^  Th^  Qtjeen  agaimt  Simon  Cohen  and  John  Collins. 

was  indicted  ^ 

m  jury  found    LARCENY, 
a  yeroict  that 

the  goods  were        «  At  the  Gheneral  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peaoe  for  the 

parted  with 

conditionally,      County  of  Durham,  (before  Rowland  Bnrdon,  iEisquiie, 
was  to  be  paid     Chairman,)  on  the  30th  day  of  December,  1850,  the  pii- 

at  thfi  tuxifi 

and  that  the       soners  Were  indicted  for  haying  on  the  10th  day  of  October, 
S^^^th  a  fe-   1848,  stolen  two  waistcoats  the  property  of  Charles  HaU 

lonious  intent.       t> 

Held  to  amount    -DOWSCr. 

toaveidictof         «  The  prisoner  pleaded  Not  Guilty:  on  the  trialitwas 

proved  that  on  the  said  10th  day  of  October,  1848,  the 
prisoners  Cohen  and  Collins  called  at  the  shop  of  the  pro- 
secutor Charles  Hall  Bowser,  who  was  a  tailor  residing  at 
Chester-le-street,  and  who  agreed  to  make  each  of  the  pri- 
soners a  suit  of  clothes  which  had  to  be  sent  to  Newcastle. 

^^  After  giving  the  order  one  of  the  two  prisoners  took 
the  prosecutor  to  a  public-house  where  he  gave  him  some 
liquor. 

''After  their  return  to  the  shop,  the  prisonelr  Cohen 
asked  the  price  of  two  waistcoats  which  were  in  the 
window.  The  prosecutor  said  they  were  15s.  Cohen  said, 
'You  must  go  to  the  lowest  price,  as  it  will  be  ready 
money.'  The  prosecutor  said, '  Then  you  shall  have  them  far 
12«.'  which  was  agreed  to  by  the  prisoner  (Cohen).  The 
prisoners  had  a  gig  stcmding  at  the  prosecutor's  shop  door, 
and  the  prisoner  Cohen  said  he  would  put  the  waisteoats 
into  the  gig,  in  which  Collins  was  sitting,  to  which  the  pro- 
secutor repKed  'Very  well.'  The  evidence  proved  thai 
Cohen  had  not  any  money  but  that  Collins  had,  and  when 
Cohen  went  out  to  the  gig  the  prosecutor  said  he  thought 
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he  went  out  to  get  the  money  from  Collins.    Cohen  had      1851. 
previous  to  this  asked  the  prosecutor  to  lend  him  30«.  Bxa.v. 

"  Immediately  after  the  waistcoats  had  been  placed  in      Cohbw. 
the  gig  Cohen  got  in  and  they  drove  off  full  gallop. 

'^  Upon  inquiry  next  day  it  was  found  that  the  prisoners 
had  given  a  fictitious  address. 

'^  Erom  that  time  up  to  December,  1850,  the  prosecutor 
had  been  unable  to  apprehend  the  prisoners. 

'^  It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defence  that  there 
was  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury,  inasmuch  as  it  had  been 
proved  by  the  prosecutor  that  a  complete  sale  of  the  goods 
had  taken  place,  and  that  he  had  voluntarily  delivered 
them  to  Cohen.  This  was  overruled  by  the  Chairman,  and 
the  juiy  found  Cohen  Ouiltt/  of  stealing  the  waistcoats, 
and  CoUins  Not  OuiUy. 

**  Cohen  was  discharged  on  bail  to  appear  when  called 
upon  to  receive  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

^'The  Juiy,  in  answer  to  the  Chairman,  said  in  their 
opinion  the  waistcoats  were  parted  with  conditionally,  that 
the  money  was  to  be  paid  at  the  time,  and  that  Cohen 
tool  them  with  a  felonious  intent. 

'^  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  is,  whether 
the  conviction  of  Cohen  for  larceny  was  proper. 

"  B.  BUBDOK, 

«  Chairman." 

JSuddkston,  for  the  prisoner. — ^This  case  turned  upon 
the  meaning  of  the  word  ^'conditionally."  If  the  prose- 
cutor had  parted  not  only  with  the  possession  but  also  with 
light  of  property,  the  non-performance  by  the  prisoners  of 
the  condition  that  they  were  to  pay  for  the  waistcoats 
would  not  make  it  larceny. 

Aldersok,  B. — ^What  is  meant  is  that  the  property  was 
not  absolutely  parted  with,  but  handed  over  upon  the  con- 
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1851.       dition  that  the  prisoners  should  pay  for  it.    If  they  did 
rbo.  «.      not  pay  the  right  to  the  property  was  not  transferred. 

Cohen. 

LoBD  Campbell. — The  oonTiotion  must  be  affirmed. 

Aldebson,  B.)  C0LEBIB6E9  J.9  Platt,  B.,  and  TalvowDj 
J.y  conourred. 

Gonviotion  affirmed. 
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TBINITT  teem; 

m 
THE  FOUBTEENTH  YEAB  07  THE  BEIGN  OF  YIGTOBIA. 


The  Queen  against  John  Clements  and  John  Smith.  1851. 

DEPOSITIONS.  -^'yai. 

—^  *  /^  •  The  deposition 

^^  Kent. — ^At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Feaoe  of  a  witness 
of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  holden  at  Maidstone,  in  and  for  illness  may  be 
the  County  of  ^Kent,  on  Tuesday,  in  the  week  next  after  grand  juiy. 
the  28th  day  of  December,  to  wit,  the  31st  day  of  Decern-  objection^ 
ber,  in  the  fourteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Sovereign  proSe^Si^'L- 
Lady  Queen  Victoria,  before  the  Eight  Honourable  Charles  J^^  *^^  «~^ 
Earl  of  Eomney,  Aretus  Akers,  James  Espinasse,  Esquires, 
and  others  their  associates.  Justices  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen  in  the  said  county,  and  also  to  hear  and  determine 
divers  felonies,  trespasses,  and  other  misdemeanours  in  the 
same  county  perpetrated;  a  bill  of  indictment  was  pre- 
ferred against  John  Clements  and  John  Smith  for  larceny. 

^^  Upon  the  bill  being  sent  before  the  grand  jury,  and  the 
prosecutrix  not  appearing,  they  sent  for  the  attorney  for 
the  prosecution,  and  intimated  to  him  that  they  could  not 
proceed  with  the  bill  without  having  the  depositions  of  the 
prosecutrix.  Whereupon  Counsel  for  the  prosecution  ap- 
plied to  the  Court  that  the  prosecutrix  was  an  aged  woman 
and  too  ill  from  infirmity  to  travel  to  the  sessions,  that  the 
depositions  had  been  taken  by  the  magistrate  at  the  dwel- 
ling-house of  the  prosecutrix  in  the  presence  of  the  pri- 
soners who  had  had  an  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
the  prosecutrix,  and  that  the  depositions  were  signed  by 
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1851.  the  proseoutrix  and  the  magistrate,  and  that  the  -witnesses 
rbo.  r.  to  prove  these  facts  and  the  illness  of  the  proseootiiz  were 
^'"*™™'  in  attendance,  and  their  names  were  on  the  back  of  the  hill 
of  indictment,  which  facts  were  afterwards  proved  on  the 
trial,  and  the  depositions  of  the  prosecatrix  read  in  evi- 
dence in  pursuance  of  the  statute  11  &  12  Yict.  o.  42,  s. 
17.  Counsel  for  the  prisoners  objected  to  the  depositions 
being  sent  before  the  grand  jury  on  the  ground  that  in  the 
absence  of  the  prosecutrix  her  depositions  were  not  admis- 
sible as  evidence  before  the  grand  jury  either  at  common 
law  or  by  statute  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  which  makes 
it  lawful  to  read  such  deposition  in  evidence  ^  upon  the  trial,' 
and  it  was  contended  that  the  word  trial  meant  trial  before 
the  petty  jury,  and  not  to  the  preliminary  proceedings  before 
the  grand  jury.  The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and 
ordered  the  depositions  to  be  sent  to  the  grand  jury,  who 
thereupon  returned  a  true  bill,  to  which  the  prisoners 
pleaded  ^Not  Ghiilty,'  and  upon  which  they  were  tried, 
convicted,  and  sentenced  to  nine  calendar  months'  im- 
prisonment in  the  house  of  correction  with  hard  labour 
where  they  now  remain. 

^'  On  the  application  of  the  prisoners'  Counsel  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  consented  to  submit  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  Whether 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated  it  was  competent  to 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  to  send  the  depositions  of  the 
proseoutrix  before  the  grand  jury  to  be  read  by  them  as 
evidence  in  her  absence. 

**  BOMNEY, 

"  Chairman." 
No  Counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^We  entertain  considerable 
doubt  whether  we  have  authority,  sitting  here,  to  adju- 
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dioate  upon  this  queBtion.    We  also  entertain  doubt  whe-       1851. 
ther  such  an  objection  would  be  suffident  to  invalidate       bxq.v, 
the  oon-viction.    But,  as  our  opinion  is  asked,  we  think    C^*"*™™- 
that,  upon  the  construction  of  the  Act,  the  depositions 
may  be  made  use  of,  as  well  before  the  grand  jury  as 
the  petty  jury.    The  statute  says  that,  upon  the  trial 
of  the  person  accused,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  read  such  depo- 
sition as  eyidence  on  such  prosecution.    We  think  that  the 
word  ''  trial,"  as  it  is  there  used,  coupled  with  the  word 
^'  prosecution,"  means  proceedings  before  the  grand  jury  as 
well  as  before  the  petty  jury.    The  conyiction,  therefore, 
must  be  affirmed. 

Alderson,  B. — ^It  is  very  questionable  whether  you  can 
take  any  objection  to  what  has  been  said  before  the  grand 
juiy. 

Coleridge,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Talfoued,  J.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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1851. 

Saturday, 
ifoy  81. 

When  a  Inn&tio 
is  tendered  as  a 
witness,  it  is 
for  the  judge  to 
determine  whe- 
ther he  shall 
be  admitted. 

If ,  upon  his 
examination 
npon  the  voir 
dire,  he  exhi- 
bits a  know- 
ledge of  the  re- 
ligious nature 
of  an  oath,  it  is 
a  groimd  for 
liiR  admission* 

Semble— 
such  a  witness 
cannot  be  ob- 
jected to,  after 
examination  in 
chief,  on  the 
ground  that  he 
iBnoneompoa 
m$ntu. 


The  Queen  against  Samuel  Hill. 
Case  reserved  by  the  SanourabJe  Justice  Coleridge. 

EVIDENOE. 

'^  The  piifioner  was  tried  before  me,  aasisted  by  my  Bio- 
tlier  Cresswell,  at  the  last  February  Sittings  of  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  for  the  manslaughter  of  Moses  James 
Barnes ;  he  was  oonTicted,  but  a  question  was  reserved  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  as  to  the  propriety  of 
having  admitted  a  witness  of  the  name  of  Biohaxd  Donelly 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecution. 

'^  The  deceased  and  the  witness  were  both  lunatic  patients 
in  a  Mr.  Armstrong's  Asylum  at  CamberweU,  at  the  time  of 
the  supposed  injury,  and  they  were  at  that  time  placed  in  a 
ward  called  the  infirmary. 

''It  appeared  that  a  single  sane  attendant  (the  prisoner) 
had  the  charge  of  this  ward,  in  which  as  many  as  nine  pa- 
tients slept,  and  that  he  was  assisted  by  three  of  the  pa- 
tients, of  whom  the  witness  Donelly  was  one. 

''  It  was  opened  for  the  prosecution,  that  the  witness  Do- 
nelly was  to  be  called,  and  therefore,  on  both  sides,  some 
evidence  was  gone  into  in  the  course  of  the  case,  and  before 
he  was  called,  in  order  to  found  and  to  meet  the  objection 
to  his  competency. 

<<  Muncaster,  who  had  been  an  attendant  in  charge  of  the 
infirmary  ward  before  the  prisoner,  stated,  'Donelly  la- 
bours under  the  delusion  that  he  has  a  number  of  spirits 
about  him,  which  are  continually  talking  to  him.  That  is 
his  only  delusion ;  he  has  never  been  free  from  it  to  my 
knowledge  since  I  have  known  him. 

"Joseph  Stuart  Burton,  the  medical  superintendent, 
stated  the  same ;  but  added,  'I  believe  him  to  be  quite  capa« 
ble  of  giving  an  account  of  any  transaction  that  happened  be- 
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fore  his  eyeB.  I  have  always  found  him  so.  It  is  solely  with  1851. 
ref  erenoe  to  the  delusion  about  the  spirits  that  I  attribute  to  j^^^ 
him  the  being  a  lunatic.  When  I  have  had  conversation 
with  him  on  ordinary  subjects,  I  have  found  him  perfeotlyra- 
tional;  but  for  this  delusion  I  have  seen  nothing  in  his  con- 
duct or  demeanour  in  answering  questions,  otherwise  than 
the  demeanour  of  a  sane  man.' 

<<  James  Hill,  a  doctor  in  medicine,  who  had  been  formerly 
medical  superintendent  at  the  same  Asylum,  stated,  ^  The 
memory  of  an  insane  man  is  not  necessarily  affected;  it  fre- 
quently is,  and  frequently  is  not.  I  have  seen  Dr.  Haslam's 
work.  I  do  not  agree  in  aU  cases  with  his  remark,  that  me- 
mory appears  to  be  perfectly  defective  in  all  cases  of  insanity. 
Certainly  not.  It  may  probably  be  so  in  the  generality  of 
cases.  Madness  is  commonly  accompanied  by  a  great  deal 
of  excitability  of  the  brain,  but  in  some  cases  it  is  not;  it 
is  very  often  accompanied  by  physical  irritation  of  the 
brain ;  it  is  one  of  the  most  common  causes  of  madness,  either 
primarily  or  secondarily.  In  certain  cases  of  acute  madness 
the  ideas  in  the  mind  of  a  madman  succeed  each  other  more 
rapidly  than  in  the  mind  of  asaneman,and  in  a  more  con- 
fused maimer;  that  is,  where  there  is  actual  irritation  of  the 
brain;  it  is  quite  possible  for  a  man  to  entertain  a  delusion 
on  one  subject,  without  its  affecting  his  mind  generally  on 
other  subjects;  in  most  cases  where  a  delusion  prevails  and 
the  man  is  mad,  the  rest  of  his  mind  is  affected  to  some  ex- 
tent. I  agree  with  Dr.  Fritchard,  that,  in  monomania,  the 
mind  is  unsound,  but  unsound  on  one  point  only.  There  is 
no  doubt,  however,  that  aU  the  mental  faculties  are  more  or 
less  affected,  but  the  affection  is  more  strongly  manifested 
in  some  than  in  others.  It  is  difficult  to  ascertain  without 
strict  inquiry  the  extent  of  a  madman's  delusions;  they 
have  sometimes  the  power  of  concealing  their  delusions  even 
from  their  medical  att^idants,  especially  after  having  been 
frequently  conversed  with  about  the  delusions,  and  knowing 
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1851.  that  they  are  the  cause  of  their  detention;  but  it  is  nnfre- 
"^  quent;  it  is  a  doubtful  point  whether  what  they  say  is  not 
for  a  partioular  purpose,  for  instance  to  attain  liberiy ;  if  a 
madman  has  an  object  to  answer,  he  is  sometimes  capable  of 
concealing  his  delusions.  I  have  known  it,  but  not  as  a 
general  rule.  They  are  probably  capable  of  a  good  deal  of 
dissimulation;  many  are,  I  know;  but  many  do  not  exhibit 
that  tendency,  it  is  common  for  a  certain  class  of  madmen 
to  exhibit  a  great  deal  of  cunning.  DoneUy  labours  under 
a  delusion  with  respect  to  spirits;  he  is,  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  word,  a  lunatic,  inasmuch  as  he  labours  under  a  de- 
lusion; he  is  not  excitable  by  any  means.  I  have  known 
instances  of  lunatics  concealing  their  delusions,  but  in  aU 
these  cases  there  is  an  evident  and  apparent  motive.  I 
have  known  decided  lunatics,  not  monomaniacs,  in  what  are 
called  lucid  intervals,  capable  of  going  about  and  managing 
their  own  affairs.  In  ordinary  cases  there  is  no  partioular 
difference  between  a  monomaniac  apart  from  his  particular 
delusion,  and  an  insane  person  in  a  lucid  interval;  during 
the  lucid  intervals  of  the  insane  person  he  is  well,  but  a  mo- 
nomaniac is  a  monomaniac  all  the  time;  in  the  instance  of  a 
monomaniac  you  produce  the  insanity  the  moment  you  touch 
the  particular  chord;  it  is  possible  that  you  might  revive 
insanity  in  a  madman  during  a  lucid  interval  by  touching  on 
the  same  subject  if  it  is  but  recent.  I  always  found  Donelly 
perfectly  rational,  except  on  the  subject  of  his  particular 
delusion.' 

<<  Donelly  was  then  called,  and  before  being  sworn  was 
examined  by  the  prisoner's  Counsel:  he  said, '  I  am  fully 
aware  I  have  a  spirit,  and  twenty  thousand  of  them;  they 
are  not  aU  mine,  I  must  inquire,  I  can  where  I  am,  I  know 
what  are  mine.  Those  ascend  from  my  stomach  and  my 
head,  and  also  those  in  my  ears.  I  don't  know  how  many 
they  are,  the  flesh  creates  spirits  by  the  palpitation  of  the 
nerves  and  the  rheumatics,  all  are  now  in  my  body  and 
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Totind  my  head.  They  speak  to  me  inoessaatly,  particni-  1851. 
larly  at  night ;  that  spirits  are  immortal  I  am  taught  by  my  Bm.v, 
religion  from  my  childhood ;  no  matter  how  faith  goes  all 
liye  after  my  death,  those  that  belong  to  me  and  those  that 
do  not.  Satan  lives  after  my  death  and  so  does  the  living 
Ood.'  After  more  of  this  kind  he  added,  ^  They  speak  to  me 
incessantly,  they  are  speaking  to  me  nowy  they  are  not 
separate  from  me.  They  are  round  me  speaking  to  me 
now,  but  I  oan't  be  a  spirit  for  I  am  flesh  and  blood ;  they 
can  go  in  and  out  through  walls  and  places  which  I  cannot. 
I  go  to  the  grave,  they  live  hereafter,  unless  indeed  I've  a 
gift  different  from  my  father  and  mother ;  that  I  don't 
know.  After  death  my  spirit  will  ascend  to  heaven,  or 
remain  in  purgatory.  I  can  prove  purgatory.  I  am  a 
Boman  Catholic.  I  attended  Moorfields,  Chelsea  Chapel, 
and  many  other  chapels  round  London.  I  believe  pur- 
gatory. I  am  taught  that  in  my  childhood  and  infancy.  I 
know  what  it  is  to  take  an  oath,  my  catechism  taught  me 
from  my  infancy,  tells  me  when  it  is  lawful  to  swear ;  it  is 
'when  Gted's  honour,  oux  own,  or  our  neighbour's  good 
requires  it.  When  man  swears  he  does  it  in  justifying  his 
neighbour  on  a  prayer  book  or  obligation ;  my  ability  evades 
me  while  I  am  speaking,  for  the  spirit  ascends  to  my  head. 
When  I  swear  I  appeal  to  the  Almighty ;  it  is  perjury  the 
breaking  a  lawful  oath,  or  taking  an  unlawful  one,  he  that 
does  it  will  go  to  hell  for  all  eternity.' 

^^  He  was  then  sworn  and  gave  a  perfectly  connected  and 
rational  account  of  a  transaction  which  he  reported  himself 
to  have  witnessed.  He  was  in  some  doubt  as  to  the  day  of 
the  week  on  which  it  took  place,  and  on  cross-examination 
said,  '  These  creatures  insist  upon  it  it  was  Tuesday  night, 
and  I  think  it  was  Monday,'  whereupon  he  was  asked,  *  Is 
what  you  have  told  us  what  the  spirits  told  you  or  what 
you  recollect  without  the  spirits,'  and  he  said,  *No,  the 
spirits  assist  me  in  speaking  of  the  date,  I  thought  it  was 
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1851.       Monday  and  they  told  me  it  was  Christmas  Eve,  Taesday, 
Haa. «.      hut  I  was  an  eye-witness,  an  oonlar  witness  to  the  &I1  to 
^^^       the  ground.' 

^^  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  Whether 
this  witness  was  oompetent.  Sentence  has  not  heen  passed, 
hut  it  is  postponed  until  this  question  has  been  decided, 
and  the  prisoner  remains  in  custody. 

^^J.   T.  COLEUDOB. 

"April  25th,  1851.' 


w 


ColUery  for  the  prisoner  (a). — ^It  appeared  from  the  state- 
ment of  the  case  that  Donelly  was  non  compos  mentis.  He 
was  prepared  with  several  authorities  to  show  that  a  person 
non  compos  was  not  admissihle  as  a  witness,  he  should  then 
show  why  such  a  rule  should  not  he  altered,  and  if  he 
should  fail  in  conyincing  the  Court  upon  this  point,  he 
should  proceed  to  show  that  this  case  was  an  exception, 
and  that  the  evidence  ought  to  have  heen  rejected.  In  the 
first  place  he  would  assume  that  the  witness  was  non 
compos  in  every  sense  of  the  term.  [Zorrf  Campbell^  C.  J. 
— TTiR  being  in  confinement  is  not  in  itself  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  that.  You  may,  however,  take  it  in  this  case 
that  the  witness  was  non  compos  mentis,"]  And  that  he 
had  not  at  the  time  a  lucid  interval.  It  has  been  held  that 
the  objection  may  be  taken  after  the  witness  has  been 
examined,  Jacobs  v.  Laybom  (6).  \Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. 
— ^Not  upon  such  a  ground  as  this.  The  only  question  here 
is,  whether  Brother  Coleridge  was  right  or  wrong  in  admit- 
ting the  witness.]    The  evidence  was  admitted  by  Cofe- 


(a)  This  oaae  was  first  called  on  on  Saturday  26th  Jannaiy,  1851,  ivlien 
Mjr.  OoUyer  appUed  to  have  the  case  postponed,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
not  had  time  to  look  into  the  authorittes.  The  Court  ohserred  that  it  was  a 
yeiy  important  question,  and  might  therefore  be  adjourned  to  the  Saturday 
following. 

(»)  11 IC.  ft  W.  686. 
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ridge^  J.,  fiaying  he  should  leave  it  to  this  Court  to  dedde  1851. 
the  question  of  admissibility.  He  would  now  proceed  to  'Baa.t, 
refer  to  the  authorities.  In  Com.  Dig.  "Testmoigne —  ^^°*' 
WitnesSy"  A^  1,  it  is  laid  down :  ^'  Every  witness  must  be 
credible.  Therefore  a  man  of  non-sane  memory  shall  not 
be  allowed  as  a  witness,  as  an  idiot,  a  lunatic  during  his 
lunacy.  But  a  lunatic  may  be  a  witness  in  luddis  inters 
valUa.*^  It  is  said  that  an  infant  is  not  an  admissible 
witness  when  he  does  not  understand  the  nature  of  an  oath, 
but  the  real  objection  to  an  infant  of  tender  years  is  rather 
that  the  mind  is  not  suj£ciently  developed  for  the  juiy  to 
be  enabled  to  rely  upon  its  accuracy  (a).  When  he  has 
arrived  at  a  more  perfect  state  of  mind  his  evidence  is 
admitted  without  the  test,  the  maturity  of  his  mind  alone 
being  relied  upon.  Whether  he  understands  the  nature  of 
an  oath  is  but  one  test  of  the  state  of  his  nund.  And  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  evidence  of  a  lunatic  is  admissible 
merely  because  he  can  explain  the  nature  of  an  oath  and 
its  consequences.  Many  lunatics  might  be  fully  competent 
to  explain  this,  and  yet  not  have  the  inclination  or  the 
capacity  to  describe  a  course  of  events  with  accuracy: 
Buller's  Nisi  Fiius  (i).  No  mention  is  made  of  any  quali- 
fication under  which  a  lunatic  shall  be  admissible ;  there  is 
certainly  one  exception  and  that  is  during  a  lucid  interval, 
but  that  means  when  the  man  is  not  a  lunatic.  [Alderson^ 
B. — There  is  another  qualification  which  is  omitted  to  be 
made,  and  that  is  that  such  evidence  is  admissible  in  cases 
of  necessity.]  That  has  never  been  so  held  in  the  case  of 
a  lunatic  witness.  [Alderson,  B. — All  that  I  mean  is  that 
you  cannot  take  what  is  there  written  literally.]  The 
first  case  he  would  refer  to  was  Bex  y.  JEristcell  {e)y  in 
which  Buller,  J.,  referring  to  a  pauper  who  had  become 
insane,  said,  "  It  will  be  proper  to  premise  that  I  consider 

{a)  See  Bui.  N.  P.,  "  Childreii,  when  good  witnenes." 
(d)  283.  a.,  292.  b.  (0  8  T.  B.  707. 


588  GASES  IN  THE  00T7BT  07  CRIMINAL  APPEAL. 

1861.  the  pauper  as  dead^  he  being  in  suoh  a  state  as  renders  it 
jisa.v.  impossible  to  examine  him."  The  same  observation,  in 
sabstanoe,  is  made  by  Lord  Eenyon.  This  case  estab- 
lishes the  general  proposition  that  when  a  man  is  insane 
he  cannot  be  examined  as  a  witness.  He  then  re- 
ferred  to  Currie  v.  Child  (a),  Bennett  v.  Taylor  (6), 
ILord  Campbellj  G.  J. — ^The  question  is  in  what  sense  the 
word  "insane"  is  used  in  those  dicta.  If  it  means  so  in- 
sane as  not  to  be  relied  on  at  all,  it  does  not  apply  to  this 
case.]  He  apprehended  that  it  meant  all  persons  who  were 
proved  to  be  non  compos  mentis.  The  same  doctrine  was 
laid  down  in  Alison's  "  Practice  of  the  Criminal  Law  of 
Scotland ;"  in  Burnett's  "  Practice  of  the  Criminal  Law  of 
Scotland,"  and  also  in  Gabbett's  "  Practice  of  the  Criminal 
Law  in  L^land."  The  same  rule  prevailed  also  both  in  the 
canon  and  the  civil  law.  [^Coleridgey  J. — ^Tou  cannot  take 
either  the  canon  or  the  civil  law  as  a  criterion.]  He  then 
referred  to  "Muscardus  de  Probationibus "  (c),  "Ghrotius 
de  Jure  Belli  ao  Pacis  {d) ."  He  quoted  these  authorities  in 
support  of  the  general  proposition  that  a  person  non  conqws 
mentis  is  not  an  admissible  witness.  Ab  to  what  was  meant 
by  non  compos  mentis  he  cited  the  judgment  of  Sir  John 
Nicholl,  in  Dew  v.  Clark  {e).  [Lord  CampbeU^  C.  J. — 
There  is  an  absurdity  in  admitting  testimony  of  the  sanity 
of  a  witness  from  other  persons,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  not 
allowing  them  to  judge  when  they  see  the  party  himsdif  . 
Alderson^  B. — The  question  is,  whether  the  party  is  non 
compos  altogether,  or  only  non  compos  quoad  hocJ]  Li 
Taylor's  Med.  Jur.  (/)  it  is  said,  "  Li  a  real  case  of  mono- 
mania it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  a  man  is  insane  upon  one 
point  only,  and  sane  upon  all  other  matters.  The  only  ad- 
missible view  of  this  disorder  is  that  which  was  taken  by 

(a)  3  Camp.  282.  {b)  9  Ves.,  jun.,  381. 

[c)  Concluaio,  828,  p.  373.  {d)  Lib.  2,  c.  13,  a.  2. 

(0  3  Add.  Eoc.  Eep.  79.  (/)  P.  767,  "  Monomama." 
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Lord  Ljndliurst  in  one  of  his  judgments  {a).  In  monoma-  1851. 
nia  the  mind  is  unsonnd ;  not  unsound  in  one  point  only,  um.v 
and  sound  in  all  other  respects,  but  this  unsoundness  mani- 
fests itself  principally  with  reference  to  some  particular  ob- 
ject or  person."  There  is  no  such  thing  as  partial  insanity. 
Every  monomaniac  is  incompetent.  There  is  no  reported 
case  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  admission  of  a  luna- 
tic's evidence  depends  upon  the  extent  of  his  lunacy.  But 
supposing  that  such  evidence  may  be  admitted  in  a  civil 
casCi  there  is  a  wide  distinction  between  that,  and  admitting 
it  in  a  criminal  proceeding.  He  then  referred  to  HadfieWs 
case  (b),  where  Mr.  Erskine,  in  reference  to  Lord  Hale's  ob- 
servation upon  psurtial  and  upon  total  insanity,  observed,  '^  I 
am  bound  to  admit  that  there  is  a  wide  distinction  between 
civil  and  criminal  cases."  If,  in  the  former,  a  man  appears 
upon  the  evidence  to  be  non  compos  mentis,  the  law  avoids 
his  act,  though  it  cannot  be  traced  or  connected  with  the 
morbid  imagination  which  constitutes  his  disease,  and  which 
may  be  extremely  partial  in  its  influence  upon  his  conduct. 
A  lunatic  who  commits  a  crime  may  appear  perfectly  sane 
upon  that  point.  Yet  he  is  not  punished,  upon  the  princi- 
ple that  he  was  insane,  and  therefore  did  not  know  when  he 
was  doing  wrong.  But  that  does  not  apply  to  civil  proceed- 
ings. The  principle  laid  down  by  Mr.  Erskine  is  perhaps 
too  general,  inasmuch  as  a  man  may  make  a  will  if  his  incom- 
petency does  not  extend  to  any  matters  connected  with  it. 
It  is  said  that  the  Judge  is  to  decide  whether  the  witness  is 
admissible,  amd  this  he  is  to  do  before  he  has  heard  him  utter 
a  word  upon  the  matter  upon  which  he  is  to  give  evidence. 
The  question  is  not  only  whether  the  man  is  sane  upon  the 
nature  of  an  oath,  but  whether  he  is  sane  upon  the  facts. 
The  witness  may  have  been  altogether  insane  at  the  time  he 
supposed  himself  to  be  the  witness  of  certain  facts,  and  yet, 

(a)  See  Dew  v.  Clarke^  5  Bubs.  163. 

lb)  Howell's  St.  Tr.  vol.  xzvii.  p.  1307,  0t  teq, 

VOL.  I.  S  S 
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1851.  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  he  may  be  sane  upon  the  natnie  at 
Bbo.  v.  the  oath,  and  qualified  to  give  a  oolleoted  aocount  of  those 
imaginary  grieyanoes.  If  the  Judge  is  to  be  caUed  upon  to 
decide  under  such  circumstanoes.  Counsel  for  the  prisoner 
should  at  least  have  the  opportunity  of  calling  medical  wit- 
nesses. Under  all  the  ciroumstanceSy  he  submitted  tiiat 
the  evidence  of  Donelly  was  inadmissible. 

Sir  F.  Thesiger  (with  him  Clarkson  and  Bodkin)  tar  the 
Grown  was  not  called  upon. 

Loan  Campbell,  C.  J. — This  is  a  subject  of  great  import- 
ance, and  ought  to  be  solemnly  decided.  The  case  has  been 
very  ably  argued,  but  I  entertain  no  doubt  upon  the  matter. 
I  think  the  rule  was  properly  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,  in  an 
unreported  case  to  which  he  has  referred  us,  namely,  that 
it  is  for  the  Judge  to  say,  when  the  party  is  presented  as  a 
witness,  whether  he  is  a  competent  witness,  whether  he  has 
a  proper  sense  of  religion  in  his  mind  and  knows  the  nature 
of  an  oath,  if  so,  then  he  is  admissible,  and  it  is  for  the  jury 
to  determine  the  amount  of  credit  to  be  given  to  his  evidence. 
Various  authorities  have  been  cited  to  show  that  a  peoraon 
fwn  compos  mentis  is  not  admissible.  But  the  question  is, 
in  what  sense  is  non  compos  used  P  If  a  man  is  so  non  com^ 
pos  mentis  as  not  to  know  the  nature  of  an  oath,  he  ought 
not  to  be  admitted;  if  he  is  aware  of  the  nature  of  an  oath, 
he  ought  to  be  admitted.  I  think  that  is  the  proper  line  to 
be  pursued.  I  entertain  no  doubt  my  Brother  Coleridge 
was  quite  right  in  admitting  the  witness  in  this  case.  One 
medical  witness  said,  ^^  I  believe  him  to  be  quite  capable  of 
giving  an  aocount  of  any  transaction  that  happened^bef  ore 
his  eyes.''  Another  said,  '^  It  was  quite  possible  for  a  man 
to  entertain  a  delusion  upon  one  subject,  without  its  affect- 
ing his  mind  generally  on  other  subjects ;  and  he  always 
found  the  witness  perfectly  rational,  except  upon  the  sub- 
ject  of  this  particular  delusion.  The  proposition  contended 
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for  IB  that  every  monomaniao  must  be  rejected.  That  would  1851. 
be  highly  inexpedient,  as  excluding  in  many  possible  cases  Bjoa.v. 
•very  necessary  evidence.  As  in  the  present  case,  where  a 
number  of  lunatics  are  under  the  care  of  one  person,  if  such 
evidence  were  not  admitted  it  would  be  impossible  to  ob- 
tain any  other  evidence  of  the  outrages  committed  upon 
such  persons.  The  state  of  the  witness's  mind  may  be 
brought  out  on  cross-examination  to  show  that  no  confi- 
dence can  be  given  to  his  statements.  The  conviction, 
therefore,  must  be  affirmed. 

Albbbson,  B.,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Coleridge,  J. — ^The  Court  has  been  furnished  with  cases 
in  which  the  proposition  is  stated  without  qualification  that 
a  person  non  compos  mentis  should  not  be  admitted  as  a 
witness.  In  those  cases  it  was  not  necessary  that  any  qual- 
ification should  have  been  expressed.  The  general  question 
of  the  competency  of  a  witness  was  regarded  very  differently 
in  former  times.  The  examination  of  Donelly  showed  that 
he  was  a  man  with  a  diseased  mind ;  but  the  disease  was  of 
such  a  character  as  not  to  operate  upon  the  matter  in  ques- 
tion. With  regard  lo  memory  he  was  in  the  state  of  most 
other  persons.  With  regard  to  the  nature  of  an  oath,  he 
was  unusually  competent ;  it  therefore  appeared  to  me  that 
his  evidence  ought  to  go  to  the  jury;  but  if  it  should  have 
appeared  that  his  evidence  was  such  that  the  jury  could  not 
safely  have  acted  upon  it,  it  was  their  duty  to  disregard  it. 

Platt,  B. — ^The  question  necessary  for  the  Judge  to  con- 
sider was,  whether  the  witness  understood  the  nature  of  an 
oath,  and  the  consequences  of  not  observing  it.  In  the  pre- 
sent case  it  is  dear  that  the  witness  did.  That  was  suffi- 
cient to  justify  the  Judge  in  admitting  the  evidence. 

Talfotjbd,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Upon  the 

ss2 
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1851.       principle  contended  for  by  the  prisoner's  Counsel  some  of 

BxQ.v.      the  wisest  and  the  best  of  men  wonld  have  been  excluded 

^^'       from  giving  their  testimony.    Martin  liather  said  he  bad 

personallj  fought  with  the  devil,  and  Dr.  Johnson  believed 

that  he  had  heard  his  mother  call  to  him  in  a  supematuial 

manner. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  added  that,  upon  the  same  princi- 
ple, Socrates  himself  would  not  have  been  admitted  a  wit- 
ness, for  although  he  did  not  believe  in  the  presence  of  so 
many  spirits,  he  believed  in  the  presence  of  one. 

Note.— See  observationB  upon  this  case  in  15  Jnr.,  part  2,  p.  197. 
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Thb  Queen  against  George  Oddt.  1851. 

Saturday, 

EVIDENOE.  -^'y  ^^- 

Neither  upon 

**  The  Defendant  was  indicted  for  felony  at  the  Leeds  J^  indictment 

■^  for  stealing, 

Borongh  Sessions,  holden  before  the  Eecorder  of  that  nor  receiving, 

.  can  evidence 

borough  on  3rd  of  April,  1851.     The  indictment  contained  ^  si^fn  that 
three  counts.    The  first  count  charged  the  defendant  with  luid,  at  the 
breaking  a  warehouse,  and  stealing  therein,  on  3rd  March,  ousiy,  o&er  ' 
1861,  fifty  yards  of  woollen  doth,  value  10/.,  the  property  hia^ilSASn? 
of  Isaac  Boocock,  in  the  said  warehouse.    The  second 
count  charged  a  simple  larceny  of  the  same  property  on  the 
same  day  and  year.    The  third  count  charged  that  the 
def endant^  on  the  same  day  and  year,  feloniously  received 
the  same  property,  knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen. 

*^  To  these  counts  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty ;  and 
issue  was  joined  on  the  part  of  the  Grown. 

'*  At  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  the  cloth  mentioned  in  the 
indictment  had  been  stolen  on  the  night  between  the  2nd 
and  3rd  of  March,  1851,  from  a  mill,  and  was  the  property 
of  the  party  named  on  that  behalf  in  the  indictment. 

^^  It  was  further  proved  that  the  defendant  was  found  in 
possession.  It  was  further  proved  that  the  defendant,  upon 
the  doth  being  discovered  in  his  possession,  declared  that 
he  had  obtained  the  cloth  from  a  woman,  who  was  called 
as  a  witness  at  the  trial,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  and 
who  swore  that  it  had  not  been  obtained  from  her. 

"  The  Counsd  for  the  prosecution  proposed  further  to 
prove  that  the  defendant's  house  had  been  searched  within 
an  hour  after  the  property  named  in  the  indictment  was 
found  in  his  possession,  and  that,  upon  this  search,  two 
other  pieces  of  cloth  were  found  in  the  house,  and  also  that, 
on  the  13th  of  December,  1850,  the  defendant  had  been  in 
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1851.       possession  of  two  more  pieces  of  cloth,  and  that  these  four 

Beo.  v.      pieces  of  cloth  had  been  stolen  on  the  night  between  the 

^^^^'       4th  and  5th  of  December,  1850,  from  another  mill,  and 

were  the  property  of  di£Eerent  owners,  no  one  of  whom  was 

connected  with  the  owner  of  the  doth  mentioned  in  the 

indictment. 

^^  The  Comisel  for  the  defendant  objected  to  the  reception 
of  this  evidence : 

^'  First,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  receivable  in  sap- 
port  of  either  of  the  first  two  counts,  and  could,  therefore, 
not  be  given  unless  these  counts  were  abandoned. 

^^  Secondly,  on  the  ground  that,  considering  the  evidenoe 
with  reference  only  to  the  third  count,  it  was  not  receivable, 
inasmuch  as  it  did  not  appear,  and  was  not  suggested,  that 
any  other  four  pieces  of  cloth  were  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant, or  stolen  by  the  person  who  delivered  to  the  defendant^ 
or  stole  the  cloth  mentioned  in  the  indictment ;  and  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  two  of  the  four  pieces  had  not  been  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  at  the  same  time  or  stolen  at  the 
same  time,  or  from  the  same  person,  as  the  cloth  mentioned 
in  the  indictment ;  and  that  it  did  not  appear  when  the 
other  two  pieces  were  received  by  the  defendant,  but  did 
appear  that  they  were  not  stolen  at  the  same  time,  or 
from  the  same  person,  with  the  doth  mentioned  in  the 
indictment. 

^'  The  Becorder  received  the  disputed  evidenoe  without 
requiring  an  abandonment  of  either  of  the  first  two  counts ; 
and,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  not  to  apply  it  to  eiiher 
of  the  first  two  counts ;  but  he  told  them  that  it  was  evi- 
dence of  guilty  knowledge  under  the  third  count,  without 
desiring  them  not  to  take  it  into  consideration,  unless  they 
believed  that  the  four  ends  of  cloth,  or  some  or  one  of  them, 
were  or  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  or  stolen  by  the 
person  who  delivered  to  the  defendant,  or  stole  the  doth 
mentioned  in  the  indictment,  or  that  any  of  the  four  pieces 
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of  doth  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  at  the  same  time,  1861. 
or  stolen  from  the  same  person  with  the  oloth  mentioned  in  sxa.v. 
the  indictment,  ^^• 

*^  The  jury  found  the  defendant  not  guilty  on  the  first 
oonnt ;  not  guiUy  on  the  second  count ;  guilty  on  the  third 
count.  The  defendant  was  sentenced  to  be  transported  for 
seven  years,  but  execution  was  respited,  and  the  defendant 
committed  to  prison  until  the  question  hereafter  mentioned 
should  have  been  considered  and  decided. 

^^  The  defendant  is  still  in  prison. 

^'  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Justices  of  either 
Bench  and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  are,  whether,  under 
the  circumstances  above  mentioned, 

^^  Firsty  the  disputed  evidence  was  receivable. 

^'  Secondly  J  the  direction  to  the  jury  was  correct. 
(Signed)  "T.  P.  Ellis, 

"  Eecorder  of  Leeds." 

« 

No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Pickering  for  the  Crown  (a). — In  Reg.  v.  Dunn  (J),  **  On 
an  indictment  against  a  receiver  for  receiving  several  arti- 
cles, if  it  appear  that  they  were  received  at  different  times, 
the  prosecutor  may  be  put  to  his  election,  but  evidence  may 
be  given  of  all  the  receipts  for  the  purpose  of  proving  g^ty 
knowledge  in  the  receiving  at  least,  of  all  prior  to  that  on 
which  the  prosecutor  elects  to  proceed.''  In  this  case  the 
evidence  given  to  prove  the  gmlty  knowledge  related  to  pro- 
perty which,  although  it  had  been  stolen  at  different  times, 
was  stolen  from  the  same  person,  and  received  from  the 
same  person.  \Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. — ^Why  should  the 
admission  of  such  evidence  be  confined  to  stealing  P  Why 
should  it  not  extend  to  highway  robbery  P  for,  in  such  a 
case,  the  evidence  might  go  to  show  that,  having  committed 

(a)  No  Couiuiel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 
{b)  1  Moo.  0.  C.  14^. 
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1851.  8u<^  &i^  offence  before,  he  was  likely  to  commit  it  again.] 
j^jjjj^  In  Reg.  v.  Davis  {a)  also,  it  was  held  by  Ghimey,  B.,  that 
Odht.  uny  receiving,  before  the  one  in  the  indictment,  upon  whidi 
the  prisoner  is  tried,  may  be  given  in  evidence,  even  though 
it  should  be  the  subject  of  another  indictment.  [AUterson^ 
B. — Suppose  a  person  to  be  charged  with  breaking  into  a 
house  with  intent  to  steal,  would  it  be  admissible  to  show 
that  he  had  before  committed  a  similar  offence  P]  In  Reg, 
V.  Mansfield  (6),  the  prisoner  was  indicted  separately  for 
receiving  tin,  for  receiving  iron,  and  for  receiving  brass. 
Upon  his  trial  for  receiving  the  tin,  it  was  held  that  evi- 
dence might  be  given  of  an  endeavour  to  conceal  the  brass. 
The  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  uttering  forged  notes: 
Wh%ley*8  case  {c) — [Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. — ^Tou  may  take 
it,  that,  on  an  indictment  for  uttering,  such  evidence  i&  ad- 
missible.] Because  it  is  evidence  of  a  guilty  knowledge : 
Rex  V.  Ball  (rf),  Kirktcood^s  case  («),  Rex  v.  Bales  (/).  In 
all  these  cases  how  could  it  have  been  possible  to  have  ar- 
rived at  the  fact  of  the  g^ty  intention,  but  from  the  pre- 
sumption created  by  the  prior  fact  P  It  depends  entirely 
upon  presumptive  evidence.  It  is  said  not  to  be  admissible 
because  the  prisoner  is  thereby  taken  by  surprise.  That  is 
not  so ;  it  does  not  take  him  by  surprise,  because  he  must 
know  that  the  possession  of  various  articles  of  stolen  pro- 
perty would  raise  a  presumption  of  knowledge.  A  stronger 
case  could  not  be  put  than  that  of  Rex  v.  Kirktcood^ 
where,  upon  an  indictment  for  uttering  a  forged  note  of  the 
Bank  of  Ireland,  evidence  was  admitted  of  the  previous 
uttering  of  two  forged  notes  of  another  banking  house.  So 
in  the  case  of  forged  bills  of  exchange,  as  in  Rex  v. 
Hough  (jg)  the  same  principle  is  applied.    All  the  argument 

(a)  6  C.  &  P.  177.  (b)  Car.  &  M.  140. 

(c)  2  Leach,  983 ;  and  1  New  B.  92.  {d)  B.  &  B.  132. 

(0  Lew.  C.  C.  103.  if)  1  Moo.  C.  C.  470. 

(j)  Buss.  &  B.  120. 
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that  oould  possibly  be  raised  on  the  gFOund  of  inconvenience       1851 . 
was  raised  in  that  case,  and  unless  there  waa  some  distinc-      B^a~v 
tion  in  the  application  of  the  principle  in  that  case  and  in       ^^^^* 
the  present  it  would  appear  that  the  evidence  in  this  case 
could  not  be  shut  out.    He  also  cited  Oibson  v.  Hunter  (a), 
Rex  V.  Cktcea  (6),  Rex  v.  Voke  (c). 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  evi- 
dence was  quite  as  admissible  under  the  third  count  as 
under  the  first.  Upon  the  second  count  such  evidence 
might  go  to  show  that  this  was  a  bad  man  and  likely  to  com- 
mit that  offence ;  but,  by  the  law  of  England,  we  do  not 
allow  one  crime  to  be  proved  to  shqw  a  probability  of  the 
commission  of  another.  How  can  the  possession  of  certain 
stolen  goods  show  that  he  had  a  knowledge  that  other  goods 
in  his  possession  were  stolen  P  {d).  It  can  only  show  that 
he  was  a  bad  man,  and  having  committed  one  offence  was 
likely  to  commit  another.  With  regard  to  forgery,  the 
cases  go  a  great  way,  and  we  should  by  no  means  be  in- 
clined to  extend  the  principle  to  the  criminal  law  generally. 
There  is  no  ground  for  saying,  that  his  having  received  stolen 
goods  is  evidence  that  he  received  other  stolen  goods.  The 
conviction,  therefore,  must  be  quashed. 

Alderson,  B. — In  forgery  it  is  a  repetition  of  the  same 
act ;  here  the  man  is  charged  with  receiving  goods  with  a 
guilty  knowledge,  that  cannot  be  proved  by  the  fact  of  his 
having  had  stolen  goods  in  his  possession.  That  fact  rather 
proves  that  he  stole  them. 

Coleridge,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Talfourd,  J.,  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed. 

{a)  2  H.  B.  288.  (fi)  4  Car.  &  P.  221.  {e)  Bon.  &  B.  631. 

{d)  A  man  has  two  lots  of  stolen  goods  in  his  possession;  he  oame  by 
both  lots  honestly ;  how  can  the  possession  of  each  lot  be  taken  as  eyidenoe 
of  a  guilty  knowledge  that  the  other  was  stolen  ? 
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GOSAJC 


Lord  Campbell,  G.  J., 
Failke,  B., 
Aldersok,  B.) 


Coleridge,  J., 
Platt,  B:, 
Talfourd,  J, 


1861. 

Saturday, 
May  31. 

In  an  indiot- 
ment  for  night 
poaching,  it  is 
not  necessary 
to  name  any 
particular 
close:  it  is 
sufficient  to  say 
<*  land  in  the 
occupation  of 
B.  or  C,"  as 
the  fact  may 
be. 

It  is  not  ne- 
cessary, when 
seyeral  persons 
are  indicted  to- 
gether, that 
tney  should  all 
have  been  upon 
the  same  parcel 
of  land. 

If  seyeral 
persons  in  one 
party  are  in 

Sarcels  of  land 
escribed  in  the 
indictment  as 
in  different  oc- 
cupations, it  is 
within  the 
statute. 


The  Queen  against  James  Eaton, 

IN 

The  Queen  against  James  Uezzell,  James  Eaton,  and 

David  Parkins. 

{Case  reserved  hy  the  Bight  Eon.  Baron  Parke.) 

POACHING. 

'^  The  prisoners  were  tried  before  me  at  the  last  AjBsijses 
at  Hertford  for  night  poaching  and  found  Ghiiltj  on  9  Gteo. 
IV.  c.  69. 

^'  The  prisoners  TJezzell  and  Parkins  were  not  suffioientlj 
identified,  and  therefore  acquitted. 

"  Eaton  was  found  Guilty. 

^'  He  was  one  of  three  persons  who  went  together,  armed 
with  guns,  in  the  night,  to  destroy  game. 

"  The  three  were  proved  to  have  been  together  in  one  of 
the  closes  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  called  the  Thirteen 
Acres,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  killing  game  in  that  dose, 
for  there  was  none  there  nor  on  one  adjoining  close,  by  shoot- 
ing from  it.  They  were  passing  along  it  to  another  place. 
One  at  least  of  the  three  was  in  a  dose  mentioned  in  the 
indictment,  called  the  Spring,  which  had  pheasants  in  it, 
for  the  purpose  of  destroying  game  in  that  dose,  but  the 
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whole  three  were  not.    They  were  all,  however,  at  that      1851. 
time  of  the  same  company,  and  with  that  common  purpose.       usa.ff. 

"  There  is  one  count  in  the  indictment,  the  4th,  stating      Eatow. 
that  the  prisoners  were  in  inclosed   land,   occupied  by 
Charles  White. 

^'  The  Spring  and  the  Thirteen  Acres  were  contiguous, 
separated  by  a  fence,  and  were  both  in  the  occupation  of 
Charles  White. 

"There  is  a  question  whether  this  will  make  a  difference. 

"I  respited  the  judgment  in  order  to  take  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges  on  this  unsettled  question. 

"  Vide  1  Eussell  on  Crimes,  Mr.  Gfreaves'  note,  476,  and 
JReiv  V.  Whitaker,  1  Denison,  C.  C.  310. 

«  J.  Pabkb." 

No  Counsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.J. — Upon  looking  to  the  fourth  count 
in  this  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  right, 
and  ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  confusion  in  this  case  'seems 
to  have  arisen  from  not  referring  to  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
It  seems  to  have  been  supposed  the  Act  contained  the  word 
"  dose,"  but  it  is  any  "  open  or  inclosed"  land.  A  practice 
has  been  introduced  of  naming  in  the  indictments  a  particu- 
lar dose,  but  such  a  course  is  totally  unnecessary.  There 
must  be  something  to  identify  the  land,  but  it  is  enough  to 
say  land  in  the  occupation  of  so  and  so.  If  the  party  occupy 
fifty  fields,  and  the  prisoners  are  proved  to  have  been  in  any 
one  of  them,  it  is  within  the  statute.  It  is  immaterial 
that  some  are  on  one  side  of  the  hedge  and  some  on  the 
other,  although  upon  this  point  all  the  subtlety  has  arisen. 

Parke,  B. — So  that  if  three  persons  in  one  party  are  in 
parcels  of  lands  described  in  the  indictment  as  in  difi^erent 
occupations,  they  fall  within  the  statute.  They  need  not 
necessarily  be  within  the  same  close.    The  note  in  Mr. 
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1851.       Greaves's  work,  wherein  it  is  stated  that  the  land  should  all 
begTv!      ^  ^  ti^®  occupation  of  the  same  person,  or  upon  the  same 
^^^'       waste,  is  erroneous.    I  do  not  think  that  is  the  neoesBaiy 
consequence  of  the  statute. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  necessary  that  the  land  be  described, 
but  it  may  be  described  by  the  description  of  several  closes 
or  as  being  in  different  occupations.  And  whether  open  or 
inclosed,  it  must  be  so  described. 

CoLERiDQB,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Talfourd,  J.,  concurred. 

Conviction  afBrmed. 
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SrrTINGS  AFTER  TMNITT  TERM, 

IN 

THE  FIPTBBNTH  YEAR  OP  THE  REIGN  OP  VICTORIA. 

OORAX 

Pollock,  C.  B,  Pattison,  J. 

Parke,  B.  Wightman,  J. 

Martin,  B. 


The  Queen  against  Mary  Hogan.  1851. 

(Case  reserved  by  the  Sonaurabk  Baron  Martin.)  JumTQ, 

ABANDONING  CHILD.  hlS^we  fo^* 

abandoning  her 

<<  At  the  last  Somerset  Assises,  held  at  Taunton,  before  bMtardehiid 
me,  the  prisoner  pleaded  gniltj  to  the  following  two  oounts  proyidedfor  its 
of  an  indictment.     There  were  other  oounts  on  which  no  w^conae-^ 
evidence  was  offered,  and  an  acquittal  was  taken : — *  The  ^!^toti^^^^ 
i,aro™afore8aid,upontheiroathafore8aid,dofurtherpre8ent  ^J»^-* 
that  the  said  Mary  Hogan,  being  an  evil-disposed  person,  Srt^pon^a^  ^ 
and  contriving  and  intending  to  injure  the  inhabitants  of  the  §^^  TOuport- 
parish  of  Bathwicke,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  unjustly  ™« *^®  ^^' 
to  burthen  them  with  the  maintenance  of  a  certain  female 
bastard  child,  bom  of  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  Hogan,  of 
very  tender  age,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  four  days,  and  not 
then  named,  and  imable  to  move  or  walk  or  to  take  care  of, 
and  provide  for,  herself,  or  to  make  known  her  wants,  on  the 
said  18th  day  of  January,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  unlawfully  and  injuriously  did  abandon 
and  desert  the  said  female  bastard  child,  in  the  said  parish 
of  Bathwicke,  without  having  provided  any  means  whatever 
for  the  support  of  the  said  child,  the  said  child  not  being 


HooAir. 
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1851.       then  and  there  settled  in  the  said  parish  of  Bathwioke,  as 
itEo.  i;.      the  said  Mary  Hogan  then  and  there  well  knew ;  to  the 
great  damage  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  of  Bath- 
wicke,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  her 
crown  and  dignity.' " 

There  was  a  second  count  (a)  in  the  same  form,  which 
alleged  the  intent  to  injure  G.  M.,  J.  L.,  J.  F.,  and  T.  H.  0., 
then  and  there  being  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  pariah  of 
Bathwicke,  and  concluded  ^'  to  the  great  damage  of  the 
said  0.  M.,  J.  L.,  J.  F.,  and  T.  H.  0.,  then  and  tihieze 
being  such  overseers  as  aforesaid." 

"  The  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  moved  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  the  two  counts  disclosed  no 
offence.  I  respited  the  judgment  and  discharged  the 
prisoner  on  her  own  recognizance  to  appear  and  receive 
judgment  at  the  next  assizes,  reserving  the  case  for  the 
opinion  of  her  Majesty's  Judges,  pursuant  to  the  statute. 

"  S.  Martin." 

Phintif  for  the  prosecution. — ^He  was  not  aware  that 
there  was  any  decided  authority  to  show  that  a  mother 
was  indictable  for  abandoning  her  bastard  child,  although 
of  tender  years,  with  the  intention  of  casting  the  burden  of 
its  support  upon  the  parish.  The  stat.  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  83, 
s.  4,  enacts,  that "  Every  person  running  away  and  leaving 
his  wife,  or  his  or  her  children,  chargeable,  or  whereby 
she  or  they  or  any  of  them  shall  become  chargeable  to  any 
paoish,  township,  or  place,  shall  be  deemed  a  rogue  and 
vagabond,  and  punished  accordingly ; "  and  Wightman,  J., 
in  Beg.  v.  Maude  (i),  held  that  the  statute  applied  to 
legitimate  children  only.  He  would,  however,  submit  that 
this  was  a  misdemeanor.  In  Chit.  Crim.  Law(c),  is  a 
form  of  indictment  for  giving  lodging  to  a  woman  who  was 
likely  to  be  delivered  of  a  bastard  child,  with  intent  to 

(a)  Set  out  in  the  case. 

{b)  11  L.  J.,  M.  C.  120. 

ifi)  Vol.  ii.  p.  700 ;  also  in  4  Went.  364. 
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burden  the  parish  with  its  maintenance.    So,  in  Went-       1851. 
worth's  Precedents  (a),  is  to  b^  found  a  form  of  indict-      eeg.  v, 
ment  for  bringing  a  pauper  sick  of  the  small-pox  into  a        ^^' 
parish  with  intent  to  burden  the  parish.     In  Eeg.  y.  Ben' 
%haw{b)y  there  was  a  count  in  the  indictment  the  same 
as  here,  but  the  validity  of  the  count  did  not  come  into 
question.     In  Reg.  v.  Cooper  (c)^  also,  was  a  similar  count, 
which  was  held  iU,  but  in  that  case  the  count  did  not 
negative  that  the  child  had  a  settlement  in  the  parish ; 
here  that  objection  was  provided  against  by  an  averment. 

Pollock,  0.  B. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  indict- 
ment cannot  be  sustained.  It  is,  no  doubt,  an  offence  if  a 
person,  whose  duty  it  is  to  take  care  of  a  child,  so  neglects 
it  that  it  receives  some  injury ;  but  this  indictment  is  de- 
fective, inasmuch  as  it  does  not  appear  that  any  injury 
did  arise  to  the  chfld ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  prisoner 
had  the  means  of  supporting  it.  It  may  be  that  the 
woman  was  unable  just  then  to  take  care  of  the  child,  that 
she  left  it  for  a  time  whilst  she  procured  food  to  save  it 
from  starving.  With  respect  to  the  alleged  injury  to  the 
parish,  the  Court  is  not  prepared  to  go  beyond  the  author- 
ities to  be  found  in  the  books  on  this  subject,  and  we  find 
no  authority  for  saying  that  a  person  is  criminally  liable 
for  doing  an  act,  because  it  may  throw  upon  a  parish  the 
burden  of  supporting  a  child  unable  to  maintain  itself. 
The  parish  was  bound  to  provide  for  the  child  if  the  pri- 
soner could  not. 

Parke,  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  Wightman,  J.,  and  Martin,  B., 

concurred. 

Conviction  quashed  {d). 

(a)  On  Pleading,  yoL  iy.,  p.  353. 

(b)  2  Coz,  0.  C.  286.  (0  1  Ben.  C.  C.  459 ;  ante,  p.  125. 

{d)  The  Court  obseryed  that  the  case  stated  that  the  prisoner  had  heen 
disdharged  on  her  own  recognizance :  that  such  a  course  was  not  aooording 
to  the  pTonrisions  of  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  1 ;  see  App.  1. 
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THE  FUTEENTH  YEAB  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTOBIA. 


OOBAX 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. 
Parke,  B. 

Martin,  B. 


Maule,  J. 
Talfourd,  J. 


1851. 

Saturday, 
November  15. 

The  prisoner 
and  his  master 
lived  at  Not- 
tingham.   The 
prisoner  re- 
ceiyed  money 
on  his  master's 
aocoimt  at 


The  Queen  against  William  Murdock. 
{Case  reserved  by  the  Right  Honourable  Baron  Parke.) 
EMBEZZLEMENT— VENUE. 

'^  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  Afisises 
for  the  CoTinty  of  the  Town  of  Nottingham,  on  an  indict- 
ment for  embezzling  two  sums,  the  property  of  his  master, 
James  Macqueen. 

"The  prisoner  was  a  travellilig  salesman,  and  his  duty 
Derby,  for         was  to  go  into  Derbyshire  every  Monday,  and  to  sell  goods 
have  accounted    and  to  receive  the  money  for  them  there,  and  to  retnm 
in  the  course  of   with  it  to  his  master  in  Nottingham,  on  a  Saturday, 
did  nd^  nor  dki       "  He  received  the  two  sums  mentioned  in  the  indictment 

his  master  hear 

of  him  tin  two 

months  after, 

when  they  met 

in  Nottingham. 

The  prisoner 

then  said  he 

had  spent  the 

money.    Held, 

that  mere  was 

evidence  from 

which  the  jury 

might  find  that 

the  prisoner 

embezzled  the  money  in  Nottingham. 


on  the  6th  of  May,  in  Derbyshire,  and  did  not  return  the 
following  Saturday,  nor  at  all,  to  his  master. 

"  There  was  no  evidence  of  what  became  of  him  till  two 
months  after,  when  he  was  met  by  his  master  in  Notting- 
ham, who  asked  him  what  he  had  done  with  the  money, 
and  he  said,  ^  he  was  sorry  for  what  he  had  done ;  he  had 
spent  it.' 
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'^  The  prisoner  was  found  guilty,  but  as  I  doubted       1851. 
whether  he  oould  be  properly  convioted  on  this  evidence,  of       ^^^ 
embezsdement  in  the  town  of  Nottingham,  I  did  not  pass     Husdock. 
sentence. 

"  See  Rex  v.  Taylor,  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  596. 

"  J.  Parkb." 

No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 

Marson^  toi  the  Grown. — Both  parties  resided  in  the  town 
of  Nottingham :  Beg.  y .  Squires  (a) .  It  might  be  said  there 
was  no  offence  in  simply  receiving,  but  then  there  was  an 
omission  to  accoimt,  which  made  it  an  embezzlement  within 
the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  o.  29,  s.  47  (6).  Where  the 
money  has  been  received  in  one  county,  and  the  receipt 
denied  in  another,  the  venue  may  be  laid  in  either  coimty : 
Reg.  V.  Sobson  (c).  It  may  be  here  said  there  was  no  denial 
in  Nottinghamshire.  The  non-accounting  for  the  money 
in  Nottinghamshire,  was  equivalent  to  a  denial  of  the 
receipt  of  the  money :  Reg.  v.  Jackson  (d).  There  was  no 
case  that  went  to  show  that  the  prisoner  must  be  tried 
where  he  received  the  money.  The  offence  was  completed 
when  he  refused  or  omitted  to  account.  [Parkey  B. — The 
felony  consists  in  the  abstraction  of  the  money :  we  do  not 
know  when  that  began]. 

LoBD  Gahfbbll,  G.  J. — The  question  here  is  whether 
there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  embezzlement 
committed  in  the  town  and  county  of  Nottingham.  If 
there  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  suppose  that 
the  prisoner  spent  the  money  in  Nottingham,  they  might 
oome  to  the  conclusion  that  the  embezzlement  took  place 
in  Nottingham.  I  think  there  was  evidence  for  their  con- 
sideration. 

Parks,  B.— I  think  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 

(a)  BvflB.  &  By.  349.  {b)  Embezzlement  by  derk  or  senrant. 

{e)  B.  &  B.  66.  {d)  1  Car.  &  K.  384. 

VOL.  I.  T  T 
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1851.  go  ^  ^^^  j^^  ^J  reason  of  the  prisoner  not  letnmingi 
j^^  ^  and  his  not  aocoimting.  In  Rex  v.  Taylor j  the  money 
MuBDocx.  ^as  received  in  Surrey,  and  the  denial  was  made  in  Middle- 
sex, and  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  might  be  tried  in 
Middlesex.  The  mere  fact  of  his  having  spent  the  money 
is  not  sufficient — he  might  have  substituted  other  money 
for  it.  I  think  the  evidence  of  his  non-aoconnting  was 
sufficient  to  make  it  a  felony  in  Nottingham. 

Maule,  J. — I  agree  with  the  conclusion  of  my  Brother 
Parke,  but  I  do  not  agree  with  the  principle  npon  which 
he  proceeds.  It  appears  to  me  the  ojffence  was  committed 
when,  in  the  town  of  Nottingham,  the  prisoner  met  his 
master,  and,  upon  being  asked  for  the  money,  he  did  not 
hand  it  over.  I  do  not  mean  the  precise  pieces^  but  money 
to  the  amount.  Unless  the  party  was  in  the  coimty  in 
which  he  is  indicted,  and  there  omitted  to  account,  it  will 
not  do.  Suppose  the  prisoner  had  received  the  money  and 
spent  it  in  Derby,  and  had  been  there  apprehended,  as  I 
imderstand  mybrother  Parke,  the  man  might  havebeen  tried 
in  Nottingham.  That  could  not  have  been  so,  for  the  pri- 
soner went  on  a  lawful  journey,  and  lE  he  had  never  returned 
to  Nottingham,  how  could  it  be  said  that  he  neglected  to 
account  in  Nottingham  P  The  cases  which  say  that  non- 
accounting  is  evidence  of  an  embezzlement,  are  cases  where 
the  party  is  always  in  the  county  where  he  refuses  to  ao- 
oount.  I  think  the  Court  had  jurisdiction,  and  that  there 
was  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury. 
Talfoubd,  J.,  and  Martin,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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OORAX 

Lord  Campbell,  0.  J.  Platt,  B. 

Maulb,  J.  Talvoxtbd,  J. 

Martin,  B. 


The  Queen  against  Thomas  Gripfin  Philpotts. 
Case  reserved  by  the  Sonourabk  Justice  Erie. 

PEEJTJET. 

"Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,   Doe  d.  Richards  v.        IB5\ 
Griffiths,  a  copy  of  the  will  of  William  Joseph  was  ten-      Saturday, 
dered,  and  on  objection  to  its  admissibility  the  present    ^"^'"''• 


defendant,  who  was  then  attorney  for  the  lessor  of  the  S?c°taentt'' 
plaintiff,  swore  that  he  had  examined  the  copy  produced  Sie  a)py^7a^ 
with  the  original  will  in  the  registry  at  Llandaff ;  and  upon  J^*he  S°^ 
further  objection  that  the  original  wiU  was  inoperative  in  ^JXSeorigi- 
respect  of  a  chattel  interest,  and  that  therefore  either  the  ^^™  St  L^' 
probate  oujrht  to  be  produced,  or  an  examined  copy  of  the  *^*  ^  order  to 

r  --G  r  7  rj  prove  probate 

act  of  probate  in  the  Act  Book  be  proved,  the  defendant  f^^re  that  he 

*-  ^     *-  '  had  examined 

further  deposed  that  he  had  examined  the  memorandum  at  a  memorandum 

*  ,         ,  .  at  foot  of  the 

foot  of  the  copy  of  the  wiU  with  the  entry  in  the  Act  Book  copy  with 

_  ,  the  entry  in  the 

at  the  same  registry.  Act  Book  at  the 

.''Upon  this  evidence  the  Judge  offered  to  receive  the  This examina- 
document  in  evidence,  but  the  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  i^erthe^do- 
withdrew  it.  SSSibi^^ 

"  Upon  the  trial  of  the  present  indictment  it  was  proved  j^dle  offerS^to 
that  the  defendant  had  not  made  either  of  the  examinations  S^^^^th-^* 
which  he  had  so  deposed  to,  and  he  was  found  guilty  of  ^^de^itt^ 

DeriurV.  examination. 

*     ''     •'  He  was  m- 

dicted  for  perjoiy,  and  conyicted.  Held,  that  as  the  statements  were  made  with  a  yiew  to  the 
doooment  being  received,  and  if  receiyed  it  would  haye  heen  material  to  the  issue,  the  convic- 
tion for  perjury  must  be  affirmed. 

T  T  2 
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1851 .  "  B^*  I  reserved  the  question  whether  the  false  oath 

— ~  relevant  and  material  to  the  issue  then  bein^  tried,  so 

i*=°*<"™-    to  amount  to  perjury :  as  to  which  the  following  are  the 
facts — 

^'On  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
clauned  to  be  entitled  to  a  term  which  had  been  granted  to 
WiUiani  Joseph  and  Bees  Morgan,  jointlj ;  and  his  title 
was,  that  Morgan  had  survived  Joseph,  and  assigned  the 
tenn  to  Catherine,  the  widow  of  Joseph,  who  married 
Saunders,  and  on  her  marriage  made  a  settlement,  under 
which  that  term  vested  in  him. 

^'  The  will  of  Joseph  was  irrelevant  to  this  title,  but  the 
time  of  his  death  was  a  material  fact  in  order  to  prove  that 
Morgan  had  survived  him,  and  proof  of  the  probate  of  the 
will  of  Joseph  would  thus  have  been  relevant  evidence 
towards  establishing  the  plaintiff's  title. 

*'  The  purpose  of  the  plaintiff's  Counsel  in  tendering  the 
evidence  was  to  clear  a  doubt  respeotmg  the  interest  of 
Joseph  in  the  term  which  was  expected  to  be  raised  by  the 
defendant,  and  after  the  document  was  withdrawn  the  sur- 
vivorship of  Morgan  to  Joseph  was  clearly  proved  by  other 
evidence  for  the  plaintiff.  But  the  purpose  for  which  the 
document  was  ofEered  was  not  stated  at  the  time  of  the 
trial  of  the  ejectment. 

^^  It  further  appeared  that  in  the  registry  at  TilandafF  it 
was  the  practice  to  endorse  the  act  of  probate  in  the  original 
will,  and  that  the  book  called  the  Act  Book  contained  a 
daily  accoimt  of  the  matters  of  business  completed  in  the 
registry,  and  that  the  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  docu* 
ment  in  question  was  a  copy  of  the  entry  in  this  book,  re- 
lating to  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Joseph,  and  not  a  copy 
of  the  act  of  probate  indorsed  on  the  original  wiU. 

^'  It  follows  that  the  examination  of  the  document  tendered 
with  the  entry  in  the  book  called  the  Act  Book,  at  Tilimflftff^ 
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did  not  render  the  dooument  legally  admifisible  as  an  eza*       1851. 
mined  copy  of  an  act  of  probate.  rmmJ 

"  Judgment  was  postponed,  and  the  defendant  was  dis-    ^^jL^mm. 
charged  on  reoognizanoes,  with  sureties,  to  appear  at  the 
next  assizes  for  Monmouth. 

"  W.  Eele.'' 

Orat/^  for  the  defendant,  stated  the  oase. — The  question 
was,  whether  what  the  defendant  swore  was  relevant  and 
material  to  the  issue.  The  issue  was  the  ordinary  one  of 
not  guilty  in  ejectment.  The  question  was  as  to  the  death 
of  Joseph.  ILord  Campbell^  0.  J. — Would  not  what  the 
prisoner  swore  be  material  if  it  led  to  evidence  of  the 
time  when  Joseph  died  P]  Yes ;  but  in  this  case  it  did 
not,  because  the  book  called  the  Act  Book,  did  not  con- 
tain the  act  of  probate — the  act  of  the  court,  but  merely 
memoranda.  It  was  really  no  evidence  of  the  probate; 
and  after  the  defendant  had  sworn  as  he  did,  the  docimient 
was  not  admissible.  The  witness  swore  that  he  examined 
some  document,  and  compared  it  with  some  paper.  If  the 
document  sworn  to  could  not  be  admitted,  it  could  not  be 
material  to  show  the  time  of  the  death.  The  test,  whether 
evidence  is  material,  is  whether  what  is  sworn  to  by  the 
witness  is  a  fact  which  the  Judge  or  jury  who  may  have  to 
consider  that  fact  can  take  into  consideration,  and  whether 
it  can  have  any  bearing  upon  the  question  to  be  decided. 
The  book  alluded  to  was  not  an  Act  Book  in  the  sense  in 
which  that  term  is  generally  understood.  The  judgment 
of  the  court  is  not  entered  in  any  book,  but  is  written  on 
the  original  wUl.  The  witness  did  not  swear  that  he  had 
examined  the  will.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  a  witness 
knowingly  swears  falsely ;  another  ingredient  is  necessary 
to  constitute  perjury,  the  matter  sworn  to  must  be  mate- 
rial to  the  decision  of  the  question  being  tried.  The 
evidence  could  at  most  only  go  to  show  whether  a  certain 
document  should  be  admitted ;  it  was  merely  a  question 
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1851.  fo^  ^^  decision  of  the  Judge,  who  in  this  case  was  not  the 
^^^  ^  Judge  of  the  ultimate  fact.  He  excluded  it  aa  evidenoe. 
^sajsiyra.  This  was,  therefore,  no  evidence  in  the  case.  [MauUj  J. 
— ^Suppose  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  be  taken  to  the  mling  of 
the  Judge,  the  question  of  perjury  or  no  peijuiy  is  to  de- 
pend upon  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Loids.  Lord 
Campbell^  C.  J. — You  must  look  at  the  case  aa  it  stood  at 
the  time  when  the  prisoner  swore  falsely.  The  fact  of  the 
eyidence  being  afterwards  withdrawn  is  immateriaL]  In 
most  of  the  cases  of  perjury  the  real  question  appears  to 
be,  whether  the  evidence  could  be  admitted,  Eex  v.  Bene- 
seek  {a),  and  if  so,  whether  it  was  of  such  a  nature  as 
would  induce  the  jury  to  give  a  verdict  either  the  one  way 
or  the  other:  Rex  v.  Ori^e{b).  [^Martin,  B. — Suppose 
the  case  of  a  fine,  and  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to 
swear  that  he  has  made  the  examination,  and  that  there 
was  a  proclamation  when  there  was  not.  Suppose  ihat  it 
afterwards  turns  out  to  be  immaterial,  would  that  not  be 
perjury  P]  That  case  was  to  be  distinguished,  there  the 
evidence  is  admitted.  In  the  present  case  it  never  reached 
the  jury,  it  was  no  part  of  the  evidence  for  their  consider- 
ation. [^Lord  Campbelly  C.  J. — ^You  make  the  question 
of  perjury  on  the  part  of  the  witness  to  depend  upon  the 
discretion  of  the  Judge  in  admitting  the  evidence.] 

Keating  and  Suddkstan  for  the  Grown  were  not  called 
upon. 

Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. — The  question  is  whether  upon 
consideration  of  the  whole  case  as  it  stood  at  the  time  the 
evidence  was  given,  the  conviction  was  right.  It  was 
clearly  evidence  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  having  ref  ffl> 
ence  thereto ;  how,  therefore,  can  it  be  said  to  be  imma- 
terial P    The  question  was,  whether  Joseph  died  before 

(a)  Pea.  Ad.  Oa.  93.  (b)  1  Loid  Baym.  256. 
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Morgan,  the  eyidenoe  was  tendered  to  prove  that  he  did.       1851. 
If  the  eyidenoe  had  been  received  it  would  have  been  ma-      ^^^ 
teiial  to  the  issae  which  the  jury  had  to  determine.    With    I*hilpottb. 
this  view  the  defendant  falsely  swore  that  he  had  examined 
the  document  with  the  originals.    The  Judge  offered  to 
receive  the  document,  but  it  was  withdrawn ;  had  it  been 
received  it  would  have  been  evidence.    The  fact  of  its- 
having  been  withdrawn  could  not  affect  the  question  of 
perjury.     If  it  could,  this  would  be  making  perjury  to 
depend  not  upon  the  fact  itself,  but  upon  some  nice  ques- 
tion of  law  to  be  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords.    The 
document  might  have  been  admitted;   if  admitted,  the 
evidence  was  in  support  of  it,  and  was  material.     The 
oonviction  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

Maule,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  Talfoubd,  J.,  and  Maetin,  B., 
ooncuiied. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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The  Queen  against  Thomas  Johnson  and 
Ghakles  Wright. 

jggj        LAEOENT. 

Saturday.  ^<  At  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  held 

in  and  for  the  liberty  of  Peterborough,  on  the  3rd  day  of 


J.  a^T^^a  Jnly,  1851,  Thomas  Johnson  and  Charles  Wright  were 
theypretendki    indicted  for  stealing  a  banker's  cheque  for  the  payment 

to  be  nady and    ^£  ACij    £^„.  v^^.L.  -^rv^-^^  ^^^  I'L^  ^^^^^^^^^4-  ^t  ia7  ^^^x.    ^^a 


readjand   ^j  42/.,  four  bank-notes  for  the  payment  of  10/.  each,  and 


aboutto^y   ^  44  Sovereigns,  the  property  of  John  Salmon ;  and  a  ver- 


over  to  tne  pzo- 

secutor  42  so-  ^^^  of  guilty  was  recorded  against  them,  subject  to  the 

^^  to*to^'  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  on  the  following 

a  oheqne  upon  case  : — 
hiB  bomker  for 

42/.,  and  to  ^<  The  prosecutor  was  seated  at  his  shop  door  at  Petei^ 

At  th9  request  borough  on  the  28th  of  June  last,  being  market  day.     The 

of  J.  the  pro-  •                  iij-li                    i»              1^ 

seoutorwent  pnsouers  placed  themselves  near  him,  and  began  a  oon- 

^e  cheque  ^  Ycrsation  about  the  sale  of  some  beast  and  a  pony.     They 

banker  ciu^ti  <lisagreed  as    to  the   price — Johnson    asking   42/.,  and 

Se^ner*ii  Wright  oflfering  40/.— when  the  prosecutor  said,  *SpUt 

^°^^S^y^  the  difference.'    Johnson  then  said  Wright  should  have 


as 


Slife^J'*^ J  *^®™^  ^^"^^  ^*  ^^*  *^*^  ^  (Johnson's)  father  would  be 

SS^^^d*^?  angry,  as  Wright  had  bought  two  cows  over  his  head. 

tte  prosecutor.  Wright  offered  to  give  up  the  cows.    The  prosecutor 

that  the  pri-  again  intciposed,  and  the  prisoners  appeared  to  conclude 

out  intended  to  a  bargain,  that  Wright  should  give  Johnson  42/.  for  the 

pertyofthe  beast  and  pony,  and  that  half-a-sovereign  should  be  re- 

Sw^andtLt  turned  provided  the  prosecutor  would  take  the  money 

didncHtttrad  ^™^  Wright  and  pay  it  to  Johnson,  as  if  the  prosecutor 

^^fflrty^the  "^^^  ^^  buyer,  and  so  that  Johnson's  father  might  believe 

mS^^d^^  him  to  be  the  real  purchaser. 

upon  it  until  he  reoeiyed  the  42  soTereigns.     Held,  that  the  prisoners  were  properly  oon- 
▼loted  of  laioeny. 

(a)  Argument,  Not.  16 ;  Judgment,  Nov.  22. 
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**  The  prosecutor  consented  to  act  as  a  '  go-between.'      1851. 

The  parties  then  entered  his  shop,  and  Wright  counted  — t~~ 

out  42  sovereigns,  40  of  which  were  passed  through  the     Johtoon. 

prosecutor's  hands  to  Johnson,  and  the  other  two  laid 

upon  the  counter.    Johnson  laid  the  40  sovereigns  down 

upon  the  counter  also,  with  an  explanation  that  his  father, 

'  who  was  an  austere  man,'  would  not  be  satisfied  without 

a  cheque  upon  a  banker,  and  requested  the  prosecutor  to 

draw  one  accordingly.    The  prosecutor  went  round  to  his 

desk,  leaving  the  prisoners  with  the  sovereigns,  drew  the 

dieque  payable  to  Thomas  Johnson  or  bearer  for  42/., 

returned  and  delivered  it  to  Johnson. 

**  At  this  time  he  lost  all  thought  of  the  money,  and  when 
he  returned  from  his  desk  the  sovereigns  had  disappeared. 
Johnson  said  the  prosecutor  must  go  with  him  to  the  bank 
to  draw  the  money.  The  prosecutor  consented,  and  Wright 
was  to  remain  in  the  shop  until  they  returned  to  *  finish 
the  transaction.'  The  prosecutor  and  Johnson  left  Wright 
alone  at  the  shop  door,  and  went  to  the  bank  together, 
when  the  cheque  was  cashed  by  desire  of  the  prosecutor,  in 
four  notes  of  10/.  each,  and  two  sovereigns.  Johnson  took 
the  money  and  came  out  of  the  bank,  the  prosecutor  stop- 
ping for  a  minute  or  two  to  give  some  directions  about  his 
pass-book.  Instead  of  returning  at  once  to  Wright  at  the 
prosecutor's  shop,  Johnson  requested  the  prosecutor  to 
accompany  him  to  an  inn,  where  he  said  his  father  was  to 
satisfy  I^it"  as  to  the  business.  They  went  into  the  inn 
yard  together,  when  Johnson  called  for  his  pony,  at  the 
same  time  slipping  a  half-sovereign  into  the  prosecutor's 
hand,  saying,  *  I  will  go  and  turn  out  the  beast,'  when  he 
made  off  by  the  back  entraace  of  the  inn  yard,  leaving  the 
prosecutor  with  the  half-sovereign  and  the  pony  which 
the  ostler  delivered  to  him,  instead  of  returning  to  the 
shop  (where  Wright  was  to  remain)  to  ^  finish  the  trans- 
action,' as  the  prosecutor  all  along  expected  was  to  be  done, 
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1851.  ^^^  ^^^  42  Boyereigns  handed  over  to  faim.  The  proee- 
j^^  ^  outor,  then,  for  the  first  time,  suspected  he  had  beai 
JomreoK.  cheated.  He  made  haste  home  with  the  pony,  and  f onnd 
that  Wright  had  fled,  and  the  42  soyereigns  also,  nobody 
but  prosecutor's  daughter  haying  been  in  the  shop.  The 
pony,  with  the  bridle  and  saddle,  was  not  worth  more  than 
50  shillings.  The  prisoner  Johnson  was  well  dressed,  like  a 
farmer,  and  Wright,  like  a  jobber;  and  the  profleoator 
swore  that  he  belieyed  them  to  be  respectable  men,  and 
engaged  in  a  bon&^fide  transaction,  and  that  he  assisted  in 
it  purely  out  of  good  nature,  and  was  not  to  receiye  one 
penny  for  what  he  did.  He  also  stated,  that  he  should 
haye  allowed  Johnson  to  go  to  the  bank  alone  with  the 
cheque,  he  remaining  with  Wright  and  the  soyereigns  ui 
the  shop,  had  not  Johnson  requested  him  to  go  to  the 
bank  with  him. 

^^  The  prosecutor  expressly  stated  in  his  eyidenee,  that  he 
expected  Johnson  was  to  come  back  with  him  to  Wright, 
and  that  he  was  to  haye  the  42  soyereigns  from  Wright. 
That  he  did  not  expect  Wright  would  'cut  away/  and 
did  not  consider  Johnson  at  liberty  to  go  off  with  the 
money  before  he  (the  prosecutor)  had  the  soyereigns  in 
exchange. 

'^  It  was  proyed,  that,  during  the  same  morning,  the  pri- 
soners attempted  to  engage  another  party  in  a  similar 
transaction;  and  eyidenee  was  giyen  to  show  that  the 
prisoners  were  acting  in  concert,  and  were  apprehended  in 
a  gig  together  the  same  eyening  about  twenty  miles  from 
Peterborough,  Wright  haying 45  soyereignsfoundupon  him. 

'^  The  prisoners'  counsel  contended  that  these  facts  would 
not  justify  a  oonyiction  for  larceny.  The  Ghairman,  there- 
fore, put  the  following  questions  to  the  jury : — 

'^  lat.  Did  the  prisoners  throughout  intend  to  get  the 
property  of  the  prosecutor  into  their  possession  by  fraud, 
and  apply  it  to  their  own  use  ? 
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*^2nd.  Did  the  prosecutor  intend  to  part  with  his  pro-  1851. 
perty  in  the  cheque  and  diange  nntilJohnson  returned  with  Bxa.v. 
them,  and  the  prosecutor  received  the  42  sovereigns  P  Johnboit. 

**3rrf.  If  they  should  find  that  when  the  prosecutor 
gave  Johnson  the  cheque  he  parted  with  the  property  in  it 
and  the  money  obtained  for  it  at  the  bank|  whose  property 
were  the  42  sovereigns  left  upon  the  counter  P 

'<  And  he  directed  them  that  if  they  found  the  first  ques- 
tion in  the  affirmative,  and  the  second  in  the  negative,  that 
the  prisoners  were  in  law  guilty  of  larceny  of  the  cheque 
and  change ;  and  further,  if  they  found  the  first  two  ques- 
tions in  the  affirmative,  and  found  also  that  the  42  sove- 
reigns left  on  the  counter  became  the  property  of  the  pro- 
secutor when  the  cheque  was  delivered  to  Johnson,  or 
oashed  at  the  bank,  and  were  taken  away  by  Wright,  they 
were  guilty  of  the  larceny  of  those  42  sovereigns. 

"  The  jury  found  an  original  intent  to  defraud,  followed 
by  a  general  verdict  of  Guilty,  when  the  prisoners'  coimsel 
applied  for  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal,  and  thereupon  the  Chairman  requested  the  jury  to 
give  distinct  answers  to  the  several  questions  before  stated ; 
and  they  answered  the  first  question  in  the  affirmative,  and 
the  second  in  the  negative,  and  no  reply  to  the  third  ques- 
tion was  thereupon  asked  for. 

^^  If  upon  the  facts  stated,  and  findings  by  the  jury,  the 
prisoners  are  guilty  of  larceny,  the  verdict  is  to  stand. 
The  prisoners  were  liberated  upon  giving  bail  to  appear 
and  receive  judgment. 

"  William  Strong, 

«  Chairman." 

Bl%88y  for  the  prisoners,  submitted  that  they  were  not 
guilty  of  a  larceny  of  the  sovereigns,  or  of  the  cheque,  or 
of  the  notes  given  in  change  for  the  cheque.  The  sove- 
reigns were  the  money  of  Wright,  the  prosecutor  never 
had  possession  of  them,  and  they  could  not  be  said  to  be 
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1851        hifl  money.    With  regard  to  the  sovereigns,  however,  no 

— "^ question  arose  upon  the  case,  as  the  verdict  was  not  given 

JoHNBOH.  in  reference  to  them.  The  verdict  was  found  upon  the 
cheque  and  the  notes  onlj.  As  to  the  cheque,  the  prose- 
cutor parted  not  only  with  the  possession,  but  with  tiie 
property  also ;  and  the  prisoner  did  with  it  as  the  prose- 
cutor intended  that  he  should.  There  was  nothing  done 
invito  domino;  and  clearly,  therefore,  as  to  the  cheque, 
there  was  no  larceny.  The  questions  submitted  to  the 
jury  were  inconsistent  with  this,  but  they  also  were  incon- 
sistent  with  themselves.  The  answer  to  the  second  ques- 
tion could  not  apply  to  the  cheque,  for  the  property  in  the 
cheque  was  passed  over  to  the  prisoner,  and  was  so  dealt 
with  by  the  prosecutor ;  nor  could  it  apply  to  the  money 
not  intended  to  be  given  to  the  prosecutor  for  the  cheque, 
and  which  had  never  been  in  his  possession.  Finding  that 
the  prosecutor  did  not  intend  to  part  with  that  money  is 
an  inconsistent  finding.  The  facts  are  quite  open  for  one 
to  contend  that  the  cheque  was  paid  over  absolutely.  The 
prosecutor  went  to  the  bank  with  the  prisoner  Johnson 
at  his  desire,  and  for  his  security.  The  object  of  the 
prosecutor  in  going  was  not  to  retain  any  right  in  the 
cheque.  But  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
property  in  the  cheque  still  remained  in  the  prose- 
cutor, Johnson  did  nothing  in  relation  to  it  but  what 
the  prosecutor  desired  should  be  done.  The  subsequent 
proceedings  do  not  affect  any  act  done  in  respect  of  the 
cheque.  With  regard  to  the  bank-notes,  they  never  were 
the  prosecutor's,  or,  if  they  ever  were,  the  property  in  them 
passed  over  to  Johnson.  This  question  is  not  deter- 
mined by  the  last  answer  of  the  juiy,  for  it  is  enough  if 
the  banker  intended  to  part  with  the  property.  The  ques- 
tion is  not  what  the  prosecutor  intended,  but  also  what  the 
agent  (the  banker)  intended.  Upon  that  no  question  was 
left  to  the  jury ;  and  upon  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
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the  property  was  to  pass  to  Johnson.    The  prosecutor       1861. 
never  had  any  property  in  the  notes,  nor  were  they  ever  in       -Bsa.v. 
his  possession.    [Lard  Campbell,  C.  J. — Suppose  it  to  have     Johnbok. 
been  understood  between  the  parties  that  the  notes  should 
remain  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  would  the  intention 
of  the  agent  affect  it  P]    He  submitted  that  was  imma- 
terial.    [^Lord  Campbellj  C.  J. — ^Would  not  the  transfer 
of  the  property  depend  upon  the  agreement  between  the 
prosecutor  and  the  prisoner  P]     That  might  be  so  but,  for 
the  intention  of  the  banker ;  he  had  authority  to  transfer 
the  property,  and  he  did  so.    It  is  not  a  question  to  be 
governed  by  the  prosecutor's  understanding,  but  by  what 
the  agent  really  did.     [Mauk^  J. — ^Was  it  not  open  to  the 
jury  to  find  that  the  prosecutor  intended  to  part  with  the 
possession  only,  and  not  with  the  property  P]     That  was  . 
so,  but  the  jury  had  only  found  what  was  the  prosecutor's 
intention.    The  facts  show  that  the  notes  passed  by  the 
hands  of  the  banker,  in  whom  the  property  was,  and 
from  whom  it  passed  to  Johnson.     \Maulej  J. — ^The  pro- 
perty was  not  transferred  if  it  was  understood  to  be  re- 
ceived for  the  prosecutor.]    In  such  case  the  prosecutor 
never  having  had  possession  of  the  money,  it  would  not  be 
larceny,  it  might  be  embezzlement.    It  is  not  necessary  to    . 
constitute  larceny  that  the  money  should  have  been  in  the 
actual  possession  of   the  prosecutor,  but  it  must  have 
reached  its  ultimate  destination,  so  as  to  be  under  the 
control  of  the  prosecutor:  Reg.  v.   Watts  {a).    He  also 
dted    Rex   v.    Bureley  (6),    Rex   v.    Waite  (c).  Rex   v. 
Bull  {d).    Here  the  prosecutor  never  contemplated  having 
the  notes ;  he  intended  that  the  gold  produced  in  his  shop 
should  be  received  by  him  in  return.    Reg.  v.  Watts  has 
carried  the  doctrine  of   constructive  possession   further 
than  any  other  case. 

(a)  Antty  p.  342 ;  also  2  Den.  C.  G.  U. 
(^)  2  "Etetj  P.  0.  671.         (e)  1  Leach,  28.  (d)  Cited  in  2  Leaoh,  841. 
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1851.  MUhTj  Q.  G.,  for  the  Crown. — ^The  property  was  not 

UBd.v.      parted  with  in  the  sense  referred  to.    If  in  pnrsnanoe  of  a 
JoHNBoir.     1^^  Johnson  obtained  possession  of  the  oheqne  with  in- 
tent to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use,  animo  Jurandi,  that 
was  dearly  laroeny.    In  all  the  casee  where  property  has 
been  obtained  by  frand  from  the  proseoator,  it  is  not 
against  his  will,  in  the  sense  of  the  term  as  it  is  generally 
used,  but  it  is  so  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term.    The  mo- 
ment the  oheque  was  obtained  «m^  domino j  tiie  laroeny 
was  complete.    [Maukj  J. — ^Would  not  that  doctrine  put 
an  end  to  the  distinction  between  larceny  and  false  pre- 
tences P]    Not  so,  because  in  false  pretences  there  is  an 
intention  to  part  with  the  property,  here  there  was  no 
such  intention.     On  the  next  point,  the  notes  were  the 
notes  of  the  prosecutor,  and  came  into  his  possession  in 
the  sense  in  which  ^^  possession"  is  used  in  all  criminal 
cases  (a). .   The  prisoner  had  the  bare  custody    of   the 
money.    The  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  axe 
those  wherein  a  clerk  has  received  money  on  account  of 
his  master,  and  for  which  he  is  responsible.    There  the 
lawful  possession  is  in  the  clerk  until  paid  over  in  the 
course  of  business;  but  here  there  was  no  pretence  for 
saying  that  the  prisoner  ever  had  a  lawful  possession.    All 
the  possession  he  had  was  the  result  of  a  trick.    The  pro- 
secutor had  a  constructive  possession.    The  condition  of 
the  parties  in  respect  of  the  notes  would  depend  upon 
the   previous   understanding.     If   there  was  no  inten- 
tion to  part  with  the  property,  it  was  laxceny:  there 
was  nothing  to  make  it  embezzlement.    He  dted  Rex  v. 
Spears  (i),  to  show  that  a  person  might  have  a  posses- 
sion which  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  property 
being  in   some    one   else.      He  also  cited  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer^s  case  (c).    If  the  prisoner  had  not  a  possession 

(a)  Rubs,  on  CM.  23,  24. 
(d)  2 BuBB.  on  Cri.  165;  2 East,  P.  G.  668.  {c)  KeL  109. 
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distinct  fFOXXii  and  independent  of,  that  of  the  proseontor,       1851* 
it  was  a  larceny-  VLsa.v. 

Blissy  in  reply. — ^The  argument  for  the  Grown  would     ^^^^^^^ 
destroy  the  distinction  between  false  pretences  and  larceny. 
However  great  the  fraud  practised,  if  the  property  be 
parted  with  in  consequence  of  that  fraud,  it  is  not  larceny ; 
however  little  the  fraud,  if  the  property  is  not  parted  with, 
it  would  (a) .    The  finding  as  to  the  cheque  was  repugnant ; 
it  could  not  be  that  the  prosecutor  intended  that  the  cheque 
should  not  be  transferred,  and  that  the  money  for  the 
cheque  should  be  paid  to  him,  because  that  could  not  be  if 
the  cheque  was  not  transferred.    [^Maule,  J. — ^The  payment 
of  the  cheque  being  conditional,  would  not  that  be  larceny  P] 
Perhaps  it  would,  but  the  jury  had  not  found  it  so.    It  is 
not  the  question  here,  whether  Johnson  had  a  possession 
independent  of  the  prosecutor,  but  whether  the  prosecutor 
had  a  property  independent  of  Johnson.     {^Lord  Camp"      • 
belly  C.  J. — The  question  as  to  whether  the  possession  was 
in  the  prosecutor  is  determined  by  the  jury.]    The  finding 
of  the  jury  is  not  conclusive,  but  the  Court  are  to  examine 
as  they  would  upon  a  special  verdict:  Bazeley*8  case  (6), 
Rex  V.  Tilley{c).    The  jury,  however,  merely  find  the 
intention,   and  that  does  not  decide  whether  the  pro* 
perty  passed.     Spear* s  case  was  decided  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  master  had  possession  of  the  property. 

LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^We  are  of  opinion  this  convic- 
tion was  right  with  respect  to  the  bank-notes  and  the  sove- 
reigns given  in  exchange  for  the  cheque.  The  cheque  was 
the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  and  the  jury  have  found 
that  the  prisoners  throughout  intended  to  get  the  property 
of  the  prosecutor  into  their  hands  by  fraud,  and  to  apply 
it  to  their  own  use,  and  that  the  prosecutor  did  not  intend 

(a)  See  Btub.  &  By.  413 ;  2  East,  P.  C.  669. 
{*)  2  East,  P.  C.  671.  (r)  2  Leach,  C,  C.  662. 


620  CASES  IN  THE  OOUBT  OF  GBDONAL  APFEAI- 

1851.  to  part  with  it  until  Johnson  returned  to  his  shop.  The 
j^jj^j^^  oheque  remaining  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  he  weot 
JoHKBOH.  ^4]j  Johnson  to  the  bankers,  where  it  was  cashed,  and  it 
is  then  expressly  found  that  those  two  being  together  *'  at 
the  bank,  the  cheque  was  cashed  by  desire  of  the  prosecu- 
tor in  four  ten-pound  notes  and  two  sovereigns."  These 
words,  to  which  our  attention  was  not  called,  are  matezial, 
because  they  show  that  the  prosecutor  exercised  a  control 
oyer  the  transaction  as  proprietor  of  the  cheque,  and  that  it 
was  upon  his  direction  that  the  bankers  paid  the  cheque  in 
notes  and  sovereigns.  These  were  handed  over  to  Johnson 
with  the  permission  and  by  the  order  of  the  proBecutor, 
and  Johnson  was  merely  the  holder :  he  had  the  custody 
only,  and  not  the  possession.  The  property  and  the  poe- 
session  were  in  the  prosecutor,  and  Johnson  haying*  re- 
ceived them  with  an  intention  to  steal,  actually  did  steal 
«  them.  That  being  so,  it  is  clearly  a  case  of  larcenj.  The 
case  in  2  East,  P.  C,  is  directly  in  point.  The  conyiotion 
is  therefore  affirmed. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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OOBAK 


Lord  Oampbbll,  0.  J.^  Platt,  B., 

Aldbrson,  B.,  Talfoubd,  J., 

Martin,  B. 


Thb  QrUEBN  agaimt  William  Cueafor.  1851. 

•w  .  ■ Saturday, 

LAEOENT.  November  22. 


"  At  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  County  of  Nottingham,  SS^iiSn^, 
held  at  East  Eetfoid,  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1851,  WiUiam  ^^^^Z' 
Oheafor  was  indicted  for  feloniously  stealing  four  tame  h2l^^Mjces8 
pigeons,  the  property  of  John  Mansell.  Jj^e^wt' 

"  The  pigeons,  at  the  time  they  were  taken  by  the  pri-  of  larceny, 
eoner,  were  in  the  prosecutor's  dovecot,  over  a  stable  on  his 
premises,  being  an  ordinary  dovecot,  and  having  holes  at  the 
top  for  the  ingress  and  egress  of  the  pigeons,  and  having  a 
door  in  the  floor  which  was  kept  locked.  The  prisoner  en- 
tered the  dovecot  at  12  o'clock  at  night,  breaking  open  the 
door  and  taking  away  the  pigeons. 

^^  The  prisoner's  counsel  contended  that  the  pigeons,  being 
at  liberty  at  any  time  to  go  in  and  out  of  the  dovecot,  and 
therefore  not  reclaimed  and  in  a  state  of  confinement,  were 
not  the  subject  of  larceny. 

"  I  directed  the  jury  that  in  my  opinion  the  view  con- 
tended for  by  the  prisoner's  Coimsel  was  correct,  and  that 
the  pigeons  were  not  properly  the  subject  of  larceny. 

"  The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  judgment  has 
been  postponed  until  the  opinion  of  the  Court  for  Crown 
Cases  reserved  has  been  given  as  to  whether  my  direction  to 
the  jury  was  right.  And  whether  the  prisoner,  under  the 
facts  stated,  was  properly  convicted. 

VOL.  I.  u  u 
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1851.  "  The  prisoner  is  still  in  oustodj,  not  having  been  pie- 

BBo.r.      pared  with  bail  to  appear  and  receive  judgment. 
^="^*-  «G.  H.  Vbbnok, 

"Chairman.'' 

No  Connsel  appeared  on  either  side. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^In  this  caae  we  think  thai 
the  direction  of  the  Chairman  was  wrong,  becaose  it  oomeB 
to  this: — ^Is  it  possible  there  can  be  larceny  committed 
of  tame  pigeons,  because  the  pigeon  from  his  nature 
must  have  egress  to  the  open  air,  and  unless  it  has  a  hole 
for  that  purpose  it  cannot  get  out?  According  to  the 
direction  of  the  Chairman,  there  can  be  no  laroeny  oom- 
mitted  of  chickens,  or  geese,  or  ducks.  It  was  a  pure 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether  the  pigeons  were 
tame  and  reclaimed ;  the  jury  seem  to  have  come  to  a  veiy 
proper  conclusion,  that  they  were  tame  pigeons  and  re- 
claimed. In  Luke's  ease  (a) ,  it  is  said  that  pigeons  were  held 
to  be  the  subject  of  larceny  because  they  are  tame  and 
reclaimed,  and  not  on  the  ground  that  they  were  shut  np  in 
boxes  at  the  time.  It  has  been  supposed  that  my  brother 
Parke  has  decided  that  unless  the  pigeons  were  confined  no 
larceny  could  be  committed  of  them ;  that  is  not  so,  if  tame 
and  reclaimed  they  are  the  subject  of  larceny,  although 
they  have  the  liberty  of  getting  out  and  enjoying  them- 
selves. 

ALDERsoN,B.,PLArr,  B.,  Talfourd,  J.,  and  Mabtik,  B., 
concurred. 

Conviction  aflSrmed. 

(a)  2  BuBB.  on  Cii  83. 
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The  Quben  against  William  Key,  jggj 


IN  J'^^^^Va^ 

November  22. 


The  Queen  against  Thomas  Ball  and  William  Eey.     a  prisoner  was 

inmcted  for  a 

felony  after  a 

JUET   CHALLENGE.  previous  con- 

yiction;  the 

«  The  prisoner  in  this  caae  was  indicted  and  put  upon  his  ^X^t^ 
trial  before  me  as  Deputy  Chairman  of  Her  Majesty's  wl?eaWto 
Justices  of  the  Peace  acting  in  and  for  the  county  of  i^qidrTafl™  *^ 
Leicester,  at  the  Michaelmas  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  *^®  previous 

'  conviction. 

the  Peace,  held  at  the  Castle  of  Leicester,  in  and  for  the  ^?^d»  *^*  *^® 

'  '  prisoner  was 

county  of  Leicester,  on  Monday,  the  13th  day  of  October,  not  then  enti- 

•^  "^ '  '^  '  tied  to  a  chal- 

1851,  and  from  thence  continued  by  adjournment  to  the  lenge. 
following  day,  for  haYing,  on  the  23rd  of  September,  1851, 
at  Sileby,  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  stolen  a  coat  of  the 
Yalue  of  fifteen  shillings^  the  property  of  Thomas  Ball. 

^'Li  the  same  indictment  there  was  a  second  count, 
charging  the  prisoner  with  receiYing  the  same  property 
knowing  it  to  haYe  been  stolen ;  and  a  third  count,  charging 
the  prisoner  with  a  preYious  oonYiction  for  felony. 

"  The  prisoner  haYing  been  arraigned  pleaded  *  Not 
guilty/  and  haYing  declined  to  challenge  any  of  the  jury 
the  jurors  were  sworn,  and  charged  in  the  usual  way  to 
inquire  whether  the  prisoner  was  guilty  or  not.  The  jury, 
haYing  returned  a  Yerdict  of  guilty  on  the  first  count,  were 
then  charged  to  inquire  into  the  fact  of  the  preYious  con-  . 
Yiction,  when  it  was  contended  by  the  Counsel  for  the 
prisoner  that  the  jury  must  be  re-sworn  to  try  the  new 
matter,  the  Counsel  for  the  Crown  admitting  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  adopted  on  the  authority  of  a  learned 
Judge,  *  The  Eight  Honourable  Mr.  Baron  Parke,'  the  jury 
must  be  re-sworn.    I  directed  that  the  oath,  according  to 

tTu2 
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1861.  the  form  hereunder  written,  whioh  was  drawn  up  in  Ckrait 
bbo.  V,  Kky^  from  the  notes  of  a  Counsel  present,  and  stated  to  be  the 
form  prescribed  by  the  learned  Baron  before  mentioned, 
should  be  administered  to  the  jury.  On  the  officer  proceed- 
ing to  administer  such  oath  the  Counsel  for  the  prisoner 
claimed  the  right  of  challenge  to  the  jury,  on  the  ground 
that  the  prisoner  when  arraigned  had  been  told  by  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  that  if  he  would  challenge  the  jurors  or 
any  of  them  he  must  do  so  as  they  came  to  the  book  to  be 
sworn,  and  before  they  were  sworn,  and  he  should  be  heard. 
That  the  jurors  were  then,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the 
fact  of  the  prisoner's  previous  conviction,  'come  to  the 
book,'  and  accordingly,  on  the  name  of  the  first  man  of  the 
jury  being  called,  the  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  perempt<nily 
challenged  him ;  and  the  Coimsel  for  the  prisoner  farther 
intimated  his  intention  of  challenging  in  the  like  manner 
each  man  of  the  jury  who  had  convicted  the  prisoner  on  the 
first  count  of  the  indictment. 

'^  I  disallowed  the  claim  to  challenge  the  jury,  on  the 
ground  that  the  prisoner  had  been  arraigned  on  the  three 
counts,  that  his  plea  had  been  taken  to  the  whole  indiet- 
ment,  and  that  his  right  of  challenge  should  have  been 
exercised  in  the  first  instance,  and  before  the  jury  were 
sworn  to  make  true  deliverance  between  him  and  our 
Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen. 

"  The  jury  were  then  sworn  as  foUows :  *  Ton  shall  well 
and  truly  try  whether  the  prisoner  has  been  before  con- 
victed of  felony  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  indictment  is 
alleged ; '  and  the  prisoner  was  given  in  charge  to  the  jury 
on  the  third  count  of  the  indictment,  charging  a  previous 
conviction :  he  was  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  transport- 
ation for  seven  years. 

"  At  the  instance  of  the  prisoner's  Coxmsel  I  reserved  tiie 
following  question  for  your  Lordships'  decision; — tiz.^ 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  detailed  in  this  easei. 
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the  bhaUenge  made  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  should  have      1851. 
been  allowed.  BEo.<;.Ksr. 

*^  Execution  of  the  judgment  was  respited  until  the  above 
question  should  have  been  answered  and  dedded,  and  the 
prisoner  was  committed  to  prison,  where  he  now  remains. 

"  John  Dick  Burnaby,  Jim." 

Counsel  did  not  appear  on  either  side. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^Asto  the  suggestion  that  it  was 
the  practice  of  Baron  Parke  (o)  to  swear  the  jury  afresh 
after  the  conviction,  I  can  only  say  that  I  have  had  the  ad- 
vantage of  going  two  circuits  with  that  learned  Judge,  and 
he  then  followed  a  different  course.  The  prisoner  is  ar- 
raigned upon  the  whole  indictment,  and  the  jury  are  first 
charged  to  inquire  into  the  larceny,  and  if  they  find  him 
guilty  they  are  then  to  inquire  into  the  previous  conviction. 
It  is  well  that  the  Chairman  in  this  case  was  firm,  and  was 
not  daunted  by  the  attempt  to  challenge  the  jury,  that  the 
challenge  was  refused  and  the  prisoner  convicted.  As  to 
the  question  reserved,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
pretence  for  saying  that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  have  a 
fresh  jury.    The  conviction,  therefore,  must  be  a£Srmed. 

Alderson,  B.,  Platt,  B.,Talfourd,  J.,  and  Martin,  B., 
concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  We  are  informed,  that  aince  the  statute  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  19  baa  come 
into  operation  (3  July,  1851),  Parke,  B.,  has  directed  the  jury  to  be  re- 
sworn apon  such  an  occasion. 

See  next  case. 
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1861, 

Saturday, 
November  22. 

Where  a  pri- 
soner Ib  charged 
with  a  felony 
oommitted  futer 
a  previous  con- 
viction, and 
also  with  the 
previous  con-  ^ 
viction,  the  pri- 
soner is  to  plead 
to  the  whole 
indictment;  the 
jury  are  first  to 
inquire  into  the 
felony  only,  af- 
terwards &e 
previous  con- 
viction. ^The 
practice  is  in 
substance  the 
same  as  it  was 
before  the  sta- 
tute 14  &  16 
Vict  0.  19. 


The  QrUEEN  against  George  Shuttlewoeth. 


^'  At  the  Seesions  for  the  borough  of  Manehester,  held 
before  E.  B.  Armstrong,  Esq.,  Q.  C,  Beoorder,  on  the 
4th  August,  1851,  George  Shuttleworth  was  arraigned  on 
an  indictment  oharging  him  with  larceny,  and  also  with 
having  been  previouslj  convicted  of  felony ;  and  aooarding 
to  the  invariable  practice  in  that  Court  before  that  time 
both  counts  were  read  to  the  prisoner,  and  he  pleaded  *  Not 
guilty '  to  the  whole  indictment.  At  the  trial  the  count 
for  larceny  only  was  read  by  the  derk  of  the  peace  to  the 
jury,  and  the  witnesses  in  support  of  that  charge  were 
heard,  and  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  ^  guilty.'  The  deik 
of  the  peace  then  proceeded  to  read  to  the  jury  the  forthar 
charge, — that  the  prisoner  had  been  previously  convicted  of 
felony ;  when  the  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  that 
that  charge  could  not  be  gone  into ;  and  he  further  stated, 
that  it  was  his  intention,  however  the  jury  might  decide 
that  question,  to  move  in  arrest  of  judgment  generally. 
The  Court  decided  that  the  trial  should  go  on ;  and  the 
certificate  of  conviction  having  been  put  in,  and  the 
identity  of  the  prisoner  proved,  the  jury  found  that  the 
prisoner  had  been  previously  convicted  of  felony.  The 
prisoner's  Counsel  then  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  con- 
tending that  the  plea  of  the  prisoner,  having  been  taken 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  late  act  14  &  15  Vict  c. 
19,  s.  9,  was  void,  and  that  all  the  subsequent  proceedings 
were  a  nullity,  and  that  no  judgment  could  be  given  on  a 
verdict  so  foimd.  The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and 
sentenced  the  prisoner  to  be  transported  for  seven  years. 
The  execution  of  the  judgment  was  respited,  and  the  oon- 
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viot  is  now  in  prison.    The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the       1851. 
Court  of  Grinunal  Appeal  is,  whether  that  sentenoe,  under  bbo.  v.  Shut^ 
the  (riroumstanoes  stated,  was  legal,  or  whether  any  judg-    ^"^^^•"^^^™- 
xnent  could  be  passed  on  the  verdict  so  given  P  " 

No  Ciounsel  appeared  for  the  prisoner. 
Mihoardj  for  the  Grown,  was  not  called  upon. 

LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J. — If  there  could  have  been  any 
doubt  upon  this  question,  it  is  now  removed  by  the  stat. 
14  &  15  Viot.  c.  19,  s.  9.  The  prisoner  is  to  be  arraigned 
upon  the  whole  indictment,  but  that  part  only  which  re- 
lates to  the  larceny  (or  other  principal  charge)  is  to  be 
read  to  the  jury.  After  they  have  given  their  verdict,  if  a 
verdict  of  guilty,  then  the  jury  are  to  inquire  into  the  pre- 
vious conviction. 

Aldsrson,  B. — ^All  the  Judges  are  of  opinion  that  the 
practice  is  in  substance  the  same  as  it  was  before  that 
statute. 

Plait,  B.,  Talfoubd,  J.,  and  Mabtin,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

See  proTioofl  oaaor 
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1851. 

Saturday, 
November  22. 

■  ■  ■■■— ^.^MM^ 

Where  a  Coun- 
sel for  a  pri- 
soner on  Gross- 
examination  of 
a  witness  for  the 

Srosecution  ad- 
uces  evidenoe 
of  ffoodcha- 
rac^r  for  a 
limited  time 
prior  to  the 
prosecution, 
the  (Counsel  for 
the  prosecution 
may  give  in 
evidence  a  j)re- 
yious  conTic- 
tioxi,  although 
it  did  not  occur 
within  the  time 
to  which  the 
cross-examina- 
tion was  limit- 
ed; but  it  would 
be  otherwise  if 
the  witness  vo- 
lunteered the 
statement. 
Semble,  in  the 
former  case  the 
counsel  for  the 
prosecution 
would  not  be 
entitled  to  a 
reply.    In  the 
latter  case,  he 
would  not  be 
entitled  to 
give  evidenoe 
to  rebut  the 
voluntaiy 
statement. 


The  QrUEEN  against  James  Shbimfton. 


"  WoKCESTERSHiEE. — ^At  the  General  Quarter  SeBBions  of 
the  Peace  for  the  county  of  Worcester,  held  on  the  13th 
day  of  October,  1851,  James  Shrimpton  was  indicted  for 
felony. 

^'  The  indictment  contained  a  statement  of  the  previona 
conviction  of  the  prisoner  for  felony  in  the  year  1838. 

'^  In  the  course  of  the  trial  John  Eoberts  was  examined 
as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution.  On  cross-examination 
by  the  Counsel  for  the  prisoner,  John  Boberts  stated  that 
he  had  known  the  prisoner  for  six  or  seven  years  last  past, 
and  that  during  that  time  the  prisoner  had  borne  a  good 
character  for  honesty. 

"The  Counsel  for  the  prosecution  thereupon  claimed, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  14  &  15  Yict.  c.  19,  s.  9, 
to  give  evidence  of  the  previous  conviction  of  the  prisoner 
in  1838,  as  mentioned  in  the  indictment. 

"  This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  prisoner's  Coun- 
sel as  inadmissible.  First,  because  the  evidenoe  of  ihe 
good  character  of  the  prisoner  elicited  from  the  witness 
Boberts  was  confined  to  the  period  between  the  years 
1844  and  1851,  and  therefore  evidence  of  the  prisoner's 
conviction  in  1838  was  not  in  answer  thereto.  Secondly, 
because  Eoberts  being  a  witness  for  the  prosecution  only, 
the  prisoner  did  not,  by  the  answers  of  Eoberts  to  the 
questions  put  to  him  in  cross-examination,  give  evidenoe  of 
his  (the  prisoner's)  good  character  within  the  meaning  of 
the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  19,  s.  9. 

"  The  Court  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  conviction 


laCHAXLlCAS  TERM,  XY.  VICT.  629 

of  the  prisoner  in  1838  was  thereupon  given  in  evidenoe  1851. 
before  the  verdict  was  returned.  The  prisoner's  Counsel  usa.v, 
addressed  the  jury  for  the  prisoner,  but  called  no  witness 
on  his  behalf. 

**  The  prisoner  was  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  nine 
months  imprisonment.  But  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
reserved  for  the  opinion  of  her  Majesty's  Judges  the  question 
of  law,  whether,  under  the  droumstances  above  stated,  proof 
of  the  said  previous  conviction  of  the  prisoner  was  properly 
received  in  evidence  before  the  verdict  of  guilty  was  re- 
turned? If  the  said  evidence  was  properly  received,  the 
conviction  is  to  be  affirmed;  if  otherwise,  the  conviction 
and  judgment  thereon  are  to  be  reversed. 

"John  S.  Pakington, 

"  Chairman," 

Selfej  for  the  prisoner. — ^The  question  in  this  case  de^ 
pended  upon  the  construction  of  the  statutes  6  &  7  Will. 
IV.  0.  Ill,  and  the  14  &  16  Vict.  c.  19.  The  practice^ 
under  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  28,  s.  11,  of  giving 
the  prisoner  in  charge  to  the  jury  upon  the  previous  con- 
viction at  the  same  time  with  the  subsequent  felony  was 
found  to  work  a  great  injustice;  those  statutes  were 
therefore  passed  to  remedy  the  hardship,  and  the  Court 
will  therefore  give  a  liberal  construction  to  the  remedial 
parts  of  them,  [iorrf  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^We  shall  give 
that  interpretation  which  we  think  was  the  meaning  of  the 
legislature.]  The  first  question  is — Is  the  man  guilty  P 
Evidence  of  character  is  admissible  upon  that  issue;  but 
not  all  evidence  of  character.  On  a  charge  of  larceny, 
evidence  would  not  be  admissible  of  a  previous  conviction 
for  a  rape.  So,  when  evidence  of  good  character  is  ex- 
pressly limited  to  a  certain  time,  no  evidence  ought  in 
justice  to  be  given  of  bad  character  at  an  antecedent  time. 
Secondly,  this  was  not  the  prisoner's  evidence;  the  words 
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1851.  of  the  statute,  ^' shall  give  evidenoe  of  his  good  oha- 
jusa.v,  racter,"  must  be  interpreted  to  mean  shall  call  a  mtness  to 
Shbucetoh.  jjjg  gQQ^  character,  [-dtifersow,  B. — ^It  means  evidence 
laid  before  the  jury  by  the  prisoner  or  his  ConnseL]  I{ 
this  were  evidenoe  for  the  prisoner  it  would  entitle  the 
prosecution  to  a  reply,  which  would  hardly  be  contended 
for.  It  is,  in  fact,  part  of  the  evidence  adduced  by  the 
Crown.  \_Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. — I  think  there  would  be 
no  right  to  reply,  the  prisoner  does  not  give  evidenoe 
within  the  meaning  of  that  regulation.]  This  point  had 
not  yet  been  decided;  there  was  however  a  dictum  of 
ParkBy  B.,  in  Beg.  v.  Oadbury  (a),  which  he  must  admit 
was  opposed  to  the  view  of  the  case  he  was  presenting  to 
the  Court.  In  that  case  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide 
the  point.  Suppose  a  witness  for  the  Crown,  while  under 
cross-examination,  to  volunteer  evidenoe  of  a  good  cha- 
racter on  the  part  of  the  prisoner?  [Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. 
— ^That  would  be  a  different  case;  there  no  evidence  in 
reply  could  be  given.] 
No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  Crown. 

LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^We  are  all  agreed  that  the  con- 
viotion  was  quite  right  A  witness,  in  answer  to  a  question 
put  by  the  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  on  cross-examination, 
stated  that  *^  he  had  known  the  prisoner  for  the  last  six 
or  seven  years,  and  that  during  that  time  he  had  borne  a 
good  character  for  honesty."  Now  the  Act  of  Parliament 
says:  "  If  upon  the  trial  of  any  person  for  any  such  sub- 
sequent felony,  such  person  shall  give  evidenoe  of  his  or 
her  good  character,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  prosecutor  in 
answer  thereto  to  give  evidenoe  of  the  indictment  and  con- 
viction of  such  persons  for  the  previous  felony."  Now 
what  was  the  object  of  the  legislature?    To  defeat  the 

(a)  8  0.  &  P.  676. 
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Boandalous  attempts  so  often  made  in  oonrts  of  justioe  by  1851. 
calling  witnesses  to  character.  The  mischief  is  as  great  tixa.v. 
when  e£Eeoted  upon  a  cross-examination  as  in  calling  wit-  fi="™"o»« 
nesses  for  the  prisoner,  and  perhaps  more  so.  In  this 
case  did  the  prisoner  adduce  evidence  of  good  character  P 
He  laid  before  the  jury  evidence  calculated  to  create  a 
false  impression, — that  he  had  been  a  person  of  good  cha- 
racter; the  prosecution  was  therefore  justified  in  giving 
evidence  of  the  previous  conviction.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  natural  and  necessary  interpretation  to  be  put 
upon  the  words  of  the  Act  is,  that  where  the  prisoner 
either  by  calling  witnesses  or  upon  cross-examination  at- 
tempts to  prove  that  he  is  a  person  of  good  character,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  prosecutor  to  go  into  evidence  of 
the  prisoner's  previous  bad  character.  "We  therefore 
think  the  conviction  right. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


Beg.  v.  John  Gerabd. 
lAt  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  Feb.  5,  1852.] 

Parry,  for  the  defence,  called  witnesses  to  character. 

Piatt,  for  the  prosecntion,  piox>osed  to  call  witnesses  to  rebut 
that  character. 

WoBTLET  (Becorder),  after  consultation  with  Cbesswell,  J.,  ad- 
mitted the  evidence. 

A  policeman  then  gave  evidence  of  three  previous  charges  against 
the  prisoner ;  one  of  robbing  a  woman,  and  two  others  of  obtaining 
goods  by  false  pretences. 

WoRTLBY  (Recorder)  held  that 

Parry  was  entitled  to  a  reply;  and  that 

Piatt  was  entitled  to  a  general  reply;  but  his  Lordship  also  stated 
that  it  was  not  customary  to  exercise  the  right  of  reply  when  wit- 
nesses had  been  called  to  character  only,  but  the  exercise  of  the 
discretion  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case. 

See,  however.  Beg,  v.  Bush,  5  Cox,  Or.  Oa.  284,  to  which  the 
Becorder's  attention  had  been  called. 
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1851. 

Saturday, 
ybvtmber  22. 

A  pauper  who 
has  not  the 
meanB  of  buy- 
ing his  de- 
ceased chQd. 
and  who  refuses 
to  accept  a  ^fi 
from  the  pa- 
rish and  M[>- 
ply  it  to  that 
purpose,  is  not 
uable  to  be  in- 
dicted for  a 
nuisance  aris- 
ing from  the 
decomposition 
of  the  child's 
body. 


The  Queen  against  William  Vamn. 

NUISANCE, 

^'  William  Yann,  the  defendant  in  this  ease,  was  tried 
before  me,  the  Beoorder  of  the  borough  of  Leioester,  at 
the  last  Michaehnas  Qroaxter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for. 
the  said  borough,  for  a  nmsanoe,  in  haying  refused  and 
neglected  to  bury  the  dead  body  of  his  deceased  diild, 
whereby,  and  by  reason  of  the  decomposition  whereof, 
various  noisome  stenches  arose,  and  the  air  was  thereby 
greatly  infected  and  rendered  unwholesome,  to  the  great 
damage  and  common  nuisance  of  the  Queen's  subjects. 

^'  The  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  his  child, 
which  took  place  on  the  17th  of  August  last,  was  a  pauper 
who  had  been  receiving  parochial  relief  from  the  parish  of 
St.  Margaret,  in  the  Leicester  Union,  and  soon  after  his 
child's  death  he  applied  to  the  relieving  officer  of  that 
parish  for  assistance  to  bury  the  child. 

^^It  appeared  in  evidence  that  an  order  of  tRe  Poor 
Law  Commissioners,  imder  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  58,  had  been  issued  to  the 
Qtiardians  of  the  Leicester  Union,  which  provided  '  that  in 
certain  cases  relief  might,  if  the  Guardians  thought  fit,  be 
given  by  way  of  loan,  and  that  one  of  such  cases  was, 
where  the  pauper  should  receive  relief  for  the  purpose  of 
defraying  the  expenses,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  of  the 
burial  of  any  of  his  family.'  It  further  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that  the  Guardians  had  laid  down  a  rule  (which  rule 
was  printed  and  circulated  in  the  Union),  ^  That  ike  head 
of  the  family,  or  person  applying  for  the  assistance  of  the 
parish  in  burying  any  poor  person,  must  sign  an  under- 
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taking  to  repay  the  expenses  inourred,  in  case  the  Quar-       1851. 
dians  shall  deem  him  or  her  able  to  do  so/  bwj.  v.  VahhI 

"It  furiher  appeared,  that  at  the  time  the  defendant 
applied  to  the  relieving  officer  for  assistance  to  bnry  his 
child,  he  was  required,  in  conformity  to  the  rule  laid  down 
hy  the  Ghiardians,  to  sign  a  document  to  the  following 
effect : — 

"  *  I,  William  Vann,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  agree 
on  demand  to  repay  to  the  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the 
Leicester  Union,  the  sum  of  seven  shillings,  advanced  to 
me  by  way  of  loan,  in  payment  for  coffin  and  ground  for 
my  child.' 

"  The  defendant  refused  to  sign  this  document,  and  the 
relieving  officer  refused  to  render  him  any  assistance  in  the 
burial  of  the  chUd.  It  was  proved  that  the  defendant  re- 
moved the  body  of  the  child  from  his  house  to  a  yard  in 
the  neighbourhood,  and  that  the  stench  arising  from  it 
amounted  to  a  nuisance. 

"  I  told  the  jury  that  the  defendant  was  boimd  to  pro- 
vide for  the  burial  of  his  deceased  child,  if  he  could  in  any 
lawful  way  procure  the  means  for  so  doing,  and  as  the 
Guardians  were  entitled,  imder  the  order  of  the  Poor  Law 
Commissioners,  to  give  relief  for  the  purposes  of  burial  by 
way  of  loan,  and  as  the  defendant  had  been  offered  such 
relief  in  that  manner,  he  was  bound  to  receive  it,  and  con- 
sequently he  was  not  excused  from  the  liability  to  provide 
for  the  interment  of  his  deceased  child,  and  was  liable  to  be 
convicted  upon  the  indictment  for  nuisance,  if  the  jury 
believed  the  facts. 

"  The  jury  found  the  defendant  guilty. 

"  Ireserved  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Crimi- 
nal Appeal,  whether  the  defendant,  by  refusing  to  incur  tiie 
obligation  of  a  debt,  rendered  himself,  as  a  consequence  of 
that  refusal,  liable  to  prosecution  for  the  above  misde- 
meanor. 
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1851.  "  The  judgment  upon  the  couTiction  was  postponed,  and 

Bm.  V.  Yxaa.  the  defendant  was  discharged  on  reoognizanoe  of  baO,  to 
appear  and  receive  judgment  at  the  sesaionB  next  after  titis 
case  should  be  heard  and  decided. 

"  (Signed)  J.  Hildtabd, 

^'Beoorder. 
"7th  November,  1851." 

O'jBmn,  for  the  Crown. — ^A  man  is  equally  boxmd  to  bury 
the  body  of  his  child  after  its  death  as  to  support  it  whoi 
living.  He  could  not  justify  his  not  supporting  the  child 
upon  the  ground  that  he  could  not  obtain  bread  except 
upon  credit.  Suppose  a  man  to  be  absent  from  home  and 
his  child  to  be  left  without  the  means  of  subsistence,  and 
another  person  to  supply  the  child  with  food,  such  person 
would  have  a  right  of  action  against  the  father  in  respect  of 
such  supply.  So  if  another  .person  had  buried  this  child,  he 
might  have  maintained  an  action  against  the  father  for  the 
reasonable  expenses  :  Ambrose  v.  Kerrkon  {a).  [Lard 
Campbellf  0.  J. — ^Is  a  man  guilty  of  a  crime  who  omits 
to  do  that  he  has  not  the  means  of  doing?]  No;  but 
here  he  had  the  means :  he  had  the  ability  to  do  the  act 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — ^We  are  dearly  of  opinion, 
upon  the  question  left  to  us,  that  this  conviction  is  im- 
warranted,  and  that  the  direction  of  the  Chairman  to 
the  jury  cannot  be  supported:  he  told  them  ^^that  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  provide  for  tiie  burial  of  his  diild 
if  he  could,"  so  far  he  is  right ;  but  he  went  on  to  say,  that 
as  the  Quaxdians  were  entitled  under  the  order  of  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  to  give  relief  for  the  purposes  of  burial, 
by  way  of  loan,  and  as  the  defendant  had  been  offered  such 
relief  he  was  bound  to  receive  it,  and  consequently  he  was 

(ff)  20  L.  J.,  c.  p.  136. 
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not  exGUfled  from  the  liability  to  provide  for  the  interment  1851. 
of  his  deoeased  child,  and  was  liable  to  be  oonvicted  upon  bb&.  v.  Vaott. 
the  indictment,  if  the  jury  believed  the  facts.  He  lays  down 
in  point  of  law  that  the  jury  were,  upon  belief  of  the  facts, 
bonnd  to  convict  the  defendant.  There  is  no  doubt,  if  a 
man  has  the  means  of  giving  his  child  christian  burial,  he 
is  bound  to  do  so ;  but  he  is  not  liable  to  be  indicted  for  a 
nmflanoefornotbuijdngitif  hehasnotthemeans.  Unless 
he  has  the  means  of  giving  the  child  christian  burial,  he  does 
not  commit  a  nuisance  by  the  child  remaining  unburied, 
although  it  might  be  a  nuisance  to  the  neighbourhood,  for 
which  the  parish  officer  would  probably  be  liable.  Here 
it  is  laid  down  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  accept  a 
loan  payable  on  demand,  and  to  render  himself  liable  to  be 
proceeded  against  and  detcdned  in  prison,  and  to  lose  his 
liberty  and  the  means  of  maintaining  his  family.  The  law 
has  no  such  application.  The  case  put,  if  applicable,  would 
go  to  show  that  a  person  would  be  liable  to  be  indicted  for 
not  burying  his  child,  even  if  he  had  not  the  means  or  the 
possibility  of  raising  them.  This  conviction  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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1851. 

Saturdaj/f 
November  22. 

The  piifloner 
agreed  with  the 
prosecutor  to 
take  the  charge 
of  land,  &o.,  at 
afizedsalaxj 
and  one-thinl 
of  the  profits. 
Held,  u>  create 
the  relation  of 
serrant  and  not 
of  partner — 
that  the  pri- 
soner was  a 
labourer,  and 
the  agreement 
therefore 
within  the  ex- 
ception in  the 
Stamp  Act. 

The  prisoner, 
upon  account- 
ing with  the 
proeecutor's 
wife,  denied  the 
receipt  of  mo- 
neys paid  to 
him.    Held, 
an  embezzle* 
ment. 


Thb  Queen  against  Samuel  Amos  Wortlkt. 

"  The  prisoner,  Samuel  Amos  Wortley,  was  tried  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of  Somerset,  held  at 
Taunton,  on  the  14th  day  of  October,  1851,  before  me  as 
Chairman,  on  an  indictment  which  charged  that  he,  being 
a  servant  to  the  Eev.  Joseph  Butterworth  Bulmer  Clarke, 
on  the  26th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1851,  did  feloniously  embezzle  two  several  sums  of  money, 
one  of  28/.  12«.,  and  the  other  of  18/.  lis.,  the  property 
of  his  said  master. 

^^  It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  the  prisoner,  on  the  12th 
of  March,  1850,  entered  into  the  following  agreement 
with  the  prosecutor,  which  being  duly  proved,  was  ten- 
dered in  evidence. 

^'  It  was  unstamped. 

^' '  Samuel  Wortley  engages  to  take  charge  of  the  glebe 
land  of  the  Eev.  J.  B.  Clarke,  his  wife  undertaking  the 
dairy  and  poultry,  &c.,  at  15a.  a  week  till  Michaelmas, 
1850,  and  afterwards  at  a  salary  of  25/«  a  year  and  a 
third  of  the  clear  annual  profit  after  all  expenses  of  rent, 
rate,  labour,  and  interest  on  capital,  &c.,  are  paid,  on  a  fair 
valuation  from  Michaelmas  to  Michaelmas.  Three  months' 
notice  on  either  side  to  be  given:  at  the  expiration  of 
which  time  the  cottage  to  be  vacated  by  Samuel  Wortley, 
who  occupies  it  as  baUiS  in  addition  to  his  salary.  March 
12th,  1850. 

"  *  J.  B.  B.  Clarke, 
" '  S.  A.  Wortley.' 


"The  prisoner's  Counsel  objected  to  its  reception  in 
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evidenoe,  on  the  ground  that  it  required  a  stamp  either  as  1851. 
a  oontraot  for  a  partnership,  or  as  an  agreement  not  within  bbo~v 
the  exemption  in  the  Stamp  Act.  Wobtlbt. 

^^  The  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  document  admit- 
ted as  evidence.  It  was  proved  that  the  prosecutor  was 
the  owner  of  a  farm  consisting  of  certain  glebe  lands,  and 
that,  on  the  12th  of  March,  1850,  the  prisoner  entered, 
into  the  management  of  them  on  the  terms  of  the  said 
agreement,  and  that  he  continued  to  manage  them  on  the 
same  terms  up  to  the  4th  October,  1851,  when  he  ab- 
sconded. He  had  been  instructed  to  account  for  all  sums 
received,  and  did  so  account  at  certain  stated  periods  with 
the  wife  of  the  prosecutor,  except  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 
The  stock,  crops,  &c.,  on  the  farm,  were  purchased  with 
the  money  of  the  prosecutor,  the  prisoner  not  contributing 
to  the  capital  employed  in  carrying  on  the  business.  In 
the  course  of  the  business,  on  the  days  specified  in  the 
indictment,  he  received  the  two  several  sums  in  the  indict- 
ment mentioned  for  a  portion  of  a  quantity  of  wheat  which 
the  prisoner  had  purchased  by  public  auction  in  the  course 
of  his  management  of  the  business,  in  a  growing  state,  and 
afterwards  cut  and  threshed;  and  which  standing  wheat, 
so  purchased  by  the  prisoner,  was  paid  for  by  a  bill  of 
exchange,  drawn  by  the  auctioneer  upon,  and  accepted  by 
the  son  of  the  prosecutor  on  the  prosecutor's  behalf.  And 
the  prisoner  having,  on  his  accounting  subsequently  with 
the  prosecutor's  wife  denied  the  receipt  of  such  two  sums, 
and  applied  them  to  his  own  use. 

"  At  the  close  of  the  case,  it  was  objected  that  the  pri- 
soner did  not  stand  in  relation  of  servant,  but  of  partner 
to  the  prosecutor ;  and,  at  all  events,  that  the  prosecutor 
had  no  right  to  call  on  the  prisoner  to  account  till 
Michaelmas  1851,  when  the  respective  shares,  rights,  and 
interests  of  the  prosecutor  and  prisoner  in  the  profits  and 
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1861.       property  was  to  be  ascertained,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
r  indictment  failed. 

KEO.  V. 

WoBTLBT.  «  The  Court  overruled  the  objections,  directing  the  jaiy 
that  the  agreement  created  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  between  the  prisoner  and  prosecutor,  and  not  that 
of  partner ;  and  that  the  prisoner's  denial  of  the  receipt, 
.  although  there  had  been  no  valuation  of  the  properly  or 
the  profits  ascertained,  was  sufficient  to  constitute  the 
offence  charged. 

"  The  jury  convicted  the  prisoner. 

^^The  Court  respited  the  judgment,  and  remanded  the 
prisoner  to  the  next  sessions,  reserving  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Justices  of  either  bench,  and  of  the  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer,  the  two  following  questions : — 

"  1st.  Whether  the  agreement  was  properly  received  in 
evidence  without  a  stamp  P 

"  2nd.  Whether  the  direction  to  the  jury  that  the  agree- 
ment created  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  and  not 
that  of  partner,  was  correct.  And,  Whether  the  denial 
of  the  receipt  by  the  prisoner  under  the  circumstances, 
constituted  the  crime  of  embezzlement  as  charged  in  the 
indictment. 

"  The  foregoing  is  the  case  upon  which  the  opinion  of 
the  said  Justices  and  Barons  is  requested  accordingly. 

"  (Signed)        William  Miles, 
*<  Chairman  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the 
County  of  Somerset." 

PMnny  for  the  Crown. — This  being  a  matter  between  the 
Crown  and  a  subject,  the  question  of  the  stamp  was  not  ma- 
terial (a).  At  the  trial  it  was  contended  that  it  was  a  part- 
nership, inasmuch  as  the  prisoner  participated  in  the  profit 

(a)  Bob.  Cr.  £t.  211,  3rd  ed. 


MICHAELMAS  TEBM,  XY.  YIOT.  639 

and  loss ;  but  it  really  was  a  oontrcwjt  for  service,  giving  the       1851. 
prisoner  an  inducement  to  devote  his  best  attention  to  his      j^^^ 

employer's  interest ;  and  not  a  partnership :  Dry  v.  Bos-  Wobtlby. 
well  (a).    That  case  had  been  much  questioned  by  Mr.  Jus- 

m 

tioe  Story,  but  upon  grounds  which  were  not  material  here, 
as  the  present  case  was  not  between  third  parties,  but  was 
inter  se.  It  was  not  here  to  be  considered  whether  the  pro- 
secutor and  the  prisoner  were  partners  as  to  third  persons, 
but  whether  they  were  partners  inter  se  ?  He,  however, 
contended  that  this  was  not  a  contract  of  partnership,  but 
for  service:  Muir  v.  Glennie  (ft).  In  Rex -v.  Hartley  (c), 
it  was  held  that  a  person  who  was  employed  as  the  master 
of  a  barge  to  cany  out  and  sell  coals,  and  who  was  allowed 
a  per-centage  upon  the  sale,  was  a  servant,  and  not  a 
partner.  There  were  many  other  cases  on  this  subject  col- 
lected in  Story  on  Partnership  {d).  If  he  was  a  servant, 
then  a  menial  servant  and  was  within  the  exception  in  the 
Stamp  Act  (6).  The  word  menial  is  said  to  be  derived  from 
mosniaj  and  to  mean  servants  living  within  their  master's 
walls,  and  under  their  master's  roof;  but  this  was  ex- 
tended by  Lord  Abinger  in  Wilson  v.  Zulueta  (/),  where 
a  stoker  was  held  to  be  a  menial  servant.  He  also  referred 
to  Rowland  v.  Abbott  {g)j  Johnson  v.  Bknkemopp  (A). 
If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  was  not  a  menial 
servant,  he  should  contend  that  he  was,  at  any  rate,  a 
labourer,  and  therefore  coming  within  the  exception  in  the 
Stamp  Act.  Besides,  the  document  was  not  put  in  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  a  contract,  but  to  prove  a  crime 
committed.  The  authorities  may  be  all  found  collected  in 
Rex  V.  Oilson  («).    If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 


{a)  1  Camp.  329.  {b)  4  M.  &  S.  240.  (c)  Bus.  &  By.  139. 

(<Q  P.  62  et  seq. ;  the  result  of  them,  p.  74.  (e)  23  Geo.  in.  c.  68. 

(/)  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  49.  (j)  2  Cr.  M.  &  B.  64. 

(A)  6  Jut.  870.  (»)  Bus.  &  By.  138. 
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1851.       the  ease  was  within  the  exoeption,  he  would  not  trouble 
jj^^       them  upon  the  general  question  upon  the  Stamp  Acjt. 


WOBTLBT. 


Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pri- 
soner was  a  labourer ;  that  the  document  oomes  within  the 
exception  in  the  Stamp  Act  (a),  and  was  properly  admits 
ted.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  there  was  not  the  relation 
of  partners,  and,  therefore,  that  the  direction  to  the  jury 
was  correct.  As  to  the  third  question,  there  are  plenty  of 
authorities  to  show  that  this  denial  of  the  receipt  of  the 
money  was  an  embezzlement. 

Aldersok,B.,Flatt,  B.,  Talpoijrd,  J., and  Martin,  B., 
concurred. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  23  Geo.  m.  c.  58. 
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The  Quebx  against  Michael  Preston.  1851. 

Saturdav, 
LAECENT.  ifovemterii. 


The  prisoner 

"Michael  Pkbston  was  tried  before  me  at  the  last  J^^^note" 
Michaelmas  SessioiiB  (1851)  for  the  Borough  of  Binning-  J^Jt  to^i**^ 
ham,  upon  an  indictment  which  charged  him  in  the  first  ^^^t^^S. 
count  with  stealing,  and  in  the  second  with  feloniously  priaoner  f or  f e- 

,   ,  lony,  the  jniT 

receiying  a  50/.  note  of  the  Bank  of  England.    It  was  were  directedf, 
proved  that  the  prosecutor,  Mr.  Collis,  of  Birmingham,  were  of  opinion 

thftfc  ftt  the 

received  the  note  in  question,  with  others,  on  Saturday,  time  when  the 
October  the  18th,  from  Mr.  Ledsam,  who  before  he  handed  ^In^ved  to  ap- 
it  to  the  prosecutor  wrote  on  the  back  of  it "  Mr.  CoUis."  K? own  lue  he 
"  It  was  further  proved  that  Collis  was  a  very  imusual  ^^  Sieved 
snmame  in  Birmingham,  and  almost,  if  not  quite,  confined  ^found^^ty 
to  the  family  of  the  prosecutor,  a  well-known  master-manu-  ^^J^^ 
facturer.    About    four  o*clook  the  same  afternoon,  the  Hei^anem)- 

'  neons  direction, 

prosecutor  accidentally  dropped  the  notes  in  one  of  the  ??  ^*  J'^xP^*^" 
public  streets  in  Birmingham,  and  immediately  gave  infor-  prisoner  might 

,  _  ,  ,         for  some  time 

mation  of  his  loss  to  the  pohce,  and  also  caused  hand-bills,  have  had  honest 
ofiering  a  reward  for  their  recovery,  to  be  printed  and  cir-  &e  note,  in 
culated  about  the  town.    On  Monday,  the  20th,  about  subsequent 
three  o'dook  in  the  afternoon,  the  prisoner,  who  had  been  wo^dnot 
living  in  Birmingham  fourteen  years,  and  keeping  a  shop  SJ2^.*** 
there,  went  to  one  of  the  police  stations  and  inquired  of  a 
policeman  if  there  was  not  a  reward  publicly  offered  for 
some  notes  that  had  been  lost,  and  whether  their  numbers 
were  known,  stating  that  he  was  as  likely  as  any  person  to 
have  them  offered  to  him,  and  if  he  heard  anything  of 
them  he  could  let  the  police  know.    He  also  inquired  if  the 
policeman  could  give  him  a  description  of  the  person  who 
was  supposed  to  have  found  them,  and  the  policeman  gave 
him  a  description  of  such  a  person,  who  was  described 
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1851 .      therein  as  a  tall  man.    Afterwaids,  between  three  and  four 

— :z~ o'clock  the  same  afternoon,  the  prisoner  went  to  the  shop 

Fbeston.  of  Mr.  Bicklej,  in  Birmingham^  and  after  inquiring  if  he, 
Bickley,  had  heard  of  the  loss  of  a  50^.  note,  stated  that  he, 
the  prisoner,  thought  he  knew  parties  who  had  found  one, 
and  then  asked  Biokley,  whether  the  finders  would  he  justi- 
fied in  appropriating  it  to  their  own  use,  upon  which  Bicklej 
replied  that  they  would  not.  About  four  o'dook  in  the 
same  afternoon  the  prisoner  changed  the  note,  and  was 
later  in  the  same  evening  found  in  possession  of  a  condder- 
able  quantity  of  gold,  with  regard  to  which  he  gave  seTeral 
false  and  inconsistent  accounts.  He  was  then  taken  into 
custody.  On  the  following  day,  the  21st  October,  he  stated 
to  a  constable  that  when  he  was  alone  in  his  house  on 
Sunday  a  tall  man  whom  he  did  not  know  came  and  offered 
h{m  a  50/.  note,  for  which  he,  the  prisoner,  gave  him  fifty 
sovereigns.  The  police  officer  had  previously  told  the  pri- 
soner that  they  were  in  possession  of  information  that  one 
Tay,  who  was  known  to  the  prilsoner,  had  found  the  note, 
but  Tay  was  not  called,  nor  was  any  evidence  given  as  to 
the  part,  if  any,  which  he  took  in  the  transaction. 

*^  Upon  these  facts  I  directed  the  jury  that  the  important 
question  for  them  to  consider  was  at  what  time  the  prisoner 
first  resolved  to  appropriate  the  note  to  his  own  use.  If 
they  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  prisoner  either 
knew  the  owner,  or  reasonably  believed  that  the  owner 
could  be  found  at  the  time  when  he  first  resolved  to  appro- 
priate it  to  his  own  use,  then  he  was  guilty  of  larceny ;  if,  on 
the  other  hand,  he  had  formed  the  resolution  of  appro- 
priating it  to  his  own  use  before  he  knew  the  owner,  or  had  a 
reasonable  belief  that  the  owner  could  be  found,  then  he  was 
not  guilty  of  larceny.  I  also  told  the  jury  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  any  other  person  having  possession  of  the 
note  after  it  was  lost,  except  the  prisoner ;  but  that  even 
though  the  prisoner  might  not  be  the  original  finder,  still, 


HICHASLliAS  TEBM,  XY.  TIOT.  643 

if  he  were  the  first  person  who  acted  dishonestly  with  re-       1851. 
gaid  to  it,  and  if  he  began  to  act  dishonestly  by  forming      ^^^  ^ 
the  resolution  to  keep  it  for  his  own  use  after  he  knew  the     ^^bebxon. 
owner,  or  reasonably  believed  that  the  owner  could  be  f  ound, 
he  would  be  guilty  of  larceny.   The  jury  found  the  prisoner 
guilty  upon  the  first  count,  and  I  request  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  as  to  the  validity  of  the  conviction.    The  prisoner 
was  discharged  upon  the  recognizances  of  himself  and  his 
sureties  to  appear  and  receive  judgment  at  the  next  ses- 


Bion. 


CyBrieny  for  the  prisoner.— The  finding  of  the  jury  did 
not  amount  to  larceny.  The  jury  found  that  the  prisoner 
knew  the  owner  at  the  time  when  he  first  resolved  to  ap 
propriate  the  note  to  his  own  use.  That  is  not  larceny 
according  to  any  view  of  the  case.  In  all  the  cases  of  find- 
ing in  order  to  constitute  larceny,  there  must  be  three  things. 
There  must  be  an  act  amounting  to  taking  into  possession, 
and,  coincident  in  point  of  time,  there  must  be  a  knowledge 
of  the  owner,  and  the  animus  furandi.  By  "  knowledge  " 
must  be  understood  knowledge  or  reasonable  belief.  He 
cited  Bex  v.  Leigh  (a),  Bex  v.  Mucklow  (6),  Beg.  v.  jPAur- 
bom  (c).  Merry  v.  Oreen  {d).  In  this  case  all  that  the  jury 
have  found  is,  that  the  prisoner,  when  he  formed  an  inten- 
tion of  appropriating  it,  had  the  means  of  knowing  the 
owner.  It  is  not  found  that  at  the  time  he  picked  it  up  he 
had  the  animus  furandi :  there  may  have  been  an  honest 
possession,  and  a  subsequent  animm  furandi.  In  that  case 
it  would  not  be  a  larceny.  [AJderscmy  B. — ^How  can  it  be 
that,  if  he  was  the  first  person  who  acted  dishonestly  with 
regard  to  it,  he  was  guilty  of  larceny  P  He  may  have  given 
the  fifty  sovereigns  for  it,  and  as  the  verdict  is  general  we 
cannot  tell  that  he  was  not  found  guilty  upon  that  point. 


(a)  2  East,  P.  G.  694.  {b)  1  Moo.  C.  C.  160. 

(c)  18  L.  J.,  M.  C.  140 ;  anU,  p.  67,  S,  C.  {d)  7  H.  *  W,  623. 
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1851.  ^^^  Campbell^  C.  J. — It  is  consistent  with  this  that  the 
jj^  ^  prisoner  might  have  received  it  honestly,  aad  at  first  hare 
^^*wwK)N.  determined  to  keep  it  for  the  owner,  but  afterwards  was 
tempted  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use.]  It  is  also  goq- 
sistent  with  the  finding  that  he  might  at  the  first  have 
intended  to  restore  it,  but  finding  it  belonged  to  a  rich 
man  he  kept  it,  in  the  hope  that  a  reward  would  be  offered 
for  it.  There  must  be  a  felonious  taking,  or  it  cannot 
afterwards  be  made  a  felony. 

BittUatone^  lot  the  Crown. — ^The  Court  will  look  to  the 
direction  of  the  Judge  with  reference  to  the  facts  as  they 
were  proved  at  the  trial.  [AldersoUy  B. — The  case  is  not 
so  submitted  to  us.  Lord  Campbell^  C.  J. — ^Do  you  con- 
tend that  if  the  prisoner  once  had  the  note  honestly  in  his 
possession  he  might  afterwards  be  guilty  of  larceny  P]  He 
apprehended  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  contend  that. 
The  first  possession  is  not  confined  to  the  time  of  the  mere 
act  of  taking  up,  there  must  be  also  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  examination.  [Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. — ^The  jury  were 
directed  to  consider  at  what  time  the  prisoner  first  resolved 
to  appropriate  the  note  to  his  own  use,  and  that  if  at  that 
time  the  prisoner  knew  or  believed  that  the  owner  could  be 
found,  he  was  guilty  of  larceny,  Alderson,  B. — ^It  may 
have  been  a  day  or  two  after  he  obtained  the  note  that  he 
received  an  intimation  of  the  owner;  upon  that  supposition 
when  was  the  taking  P]  When  the  true  owner  is  discovered 
the  prisoner  may  then  be  said  in  law  to  take  it.  TJpon 
first  finding  it  the  prisoner  might  not  intend  to  appropriate 
it  to  his  own  use,  but  if  he  afterwards  determined  to  do  so, 
his  doing  so  would  be  a  conversion.  lAlderson,  B. — ^Wifli 
what  intention  he  first  took  the  note  was  not  left  to  the 
jury.]  The  governing  question  is — at  what  time  does  he 
intend  to  exercise  complete  dominion  over  it  P  He  sub- 
mitted that  there  was  no  possession  in  the  prisoner  as  ad- 
verse to  that  of  the  owner,  until  the  time  when  the  prisoner 
resolved  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use.    There  was  a 
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wide  disiinctlon  between  those  cases  where  there  was  no  1851. 
mark  upon  the  note  by  which  the  owner  might  be  disco-  ^ 
vered  and  other  oases  when  there  was  such  a  mark :  Beg.  f&eston. 
V.  Tkurborn  (a),  Merry  v.  Oreen  (J).  [Aldersoriy  B. — 
When  a  man  has  discovered  what  he  has  foimd,  then 
comes  the  deciding  point — what  will  he  do  P]  The  prisoner 
then  has  a  possession  by  the  finding,  as  against  all  the  world 
except  the  owner  {Armory  v.  Dehmirie  (c) ) ;  but  directly 
the  owner  is  discovered  the  right  to  possession  is  in  him, 
and  as  against  him  the  finder  has  a  mere  custody,  and  if 
upon  discovering  the  owner  the  finder  determines  to  ap- 
propriate the  property  found  to  his  own  use,  it  immediately 
becomes  a  taking  out  of  the  possession  of  the  real  owner, 
animo  furandi.  [Martin^  B. — Suppose  the  case  of  a  man 
losing  his  umbrella,  another  finds  it  and  keeps  possession  of 
it  for  two  or  three  days,  and  then,  discovering  the  owner's 
name  upon  it,  says — "  Well,  I  lost  mine,  and  I  shall  keep 
this  imtil  I  get  mine  back;"  would  that  be  larceny P] 
Upon  the  authority  of  Merry  v.  Green  that  would  be  lar- 
ceny. \Lord  Campbell,  0.  J. — In  order  to  support  this 
ruling  you  must  show  that  there  can  be  a  mere  mental 
larceny.]  The  appropriation  may  be  the  mere  act  of  the 
mind,  to  be  decided  by  the  jury  upon  evidence,  as  in  the 
case  of  an  intent.  \_Lord  Campbelly  C.  J. — There  might  be 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  animus  furandi,  by  reason 
of  a  subsequent  appropriation ;  but  here  the  Brccorder  says 
that  he  may  have  come  by  it  honestly,  and  if  the  animus 
furandi  came  upon  him  afterwards  that  would  be  larceny. 
Alderson,  B. — This  principle  is  involved  in  a  bailment  when 
a  man  breaks  bulk ;  the  fact  of  his  breaking  bulk  is  taken 
as  a  resolution  of  his  own  mind  to  appropriate  the  goods  to 
his  own  use.] 

Lord  Campbell,  G.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  con- 

(a)  -4«^tf,p.67.      {b)  7M.  &  W.  631,  jw Parke,  B.      (<?)  1  Sm.  L.  C.  161. 
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1851.  Tiotioii  oannot  be  supported,  Loroenj  supposes  a  taking 
— ^^^^ —  animo  furandi  ;  there  must  be  a  taking.  There  is  something 
I'BEBTON.  teohnioal  in  that,  but  it  is  still  a  definition  from  which  we 
cannot  depart.  In  this  case  the  direction  to  the  jxny 
supposes  there  may  be  laroenj,  although  there  is  an  honest 
possession  on  the  part  of  the  finder,  because  he  says — ^^'  the 
question  is,  at  what  time  the  prisoner  first  resolved  to  ap- 
propriate the  note  to  his  own  use  P" — ^that  might  have  been 
long  after  he  was  in  possession  with  a  full  knowledge  of  its 
nature,  and  under  circumstances  showing  that  he  had  not 
taken  it  animo  furandi.  When  was  the  taking  ?  It  is 
supposed  what  passed  in  his  own  mind  is  the  taking, 
although  no  act  is  done.  I  do  not  think  there  can  be  a 
taking  where  nothing  is  done,  except  what  might  be  done 
by  a  person  when  lying  in  his  bed  at  a  long  distance  from 
the  article  alleged  to  be  taken.  We  need  not  enter  into 
the  ease  of  Reg,  v.  Thurhorn,  I  think,  consistently  with 
that  decision,  we  are  called  on  to  determine  that  this  direo- 
tion  cannot  be  supported. 

Alberson,  B. — I  cannot  see  how  an  honest  taking  is  to 
become  a  felony  afterwards.  Here  the  taking  may  have 
been  perfectly  honest,  and  the  keeping  possession  also,  up 
to  a  given  time.  It  is  said  that  the  alteration  of  the  mind 
converts  the  honest  taking  into  a  dishonest  taking.  That 
is  such  a  construction  as  would  destroy  the  simplicity  of 
the  law.  You  cannot  make  a  determination  of  the  mind  an 
act  of  felony. 

Platt,  B.,  Talfourd,  J.,  and  Martin,  B.,  concurred. 

Conviction  quaahed. 


XT.  vicrr.  547 


CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 

IN 

THE  FIFTEENTH  TEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OP  VICTORIA. 

OOBJLX 

Williams,  J. 


The  Queen  against  Q-erber,  Wagner,  Kbsslbr,  and  1852. 

KrAKOUER.  Thursday, 

February  26. 

A.,B.,C.aDdD- 
were  indicted 

All  the  prisoners  liad  pleaded  Not  Qxiilty,  and  when  they  ^^J^  a?d  b^^^ 
were  placed  in  the  dock  to  take  their  trial,  Clarkaon.  for  %«'theywere 

*■  ^  '  '  ffiven  m  charce 

the  prosecution,  obtained  leave  from  the  Court  to  try  the  ^  *^  Jl?7'  *?® 

^  ^         ^  "^  Court  allowed 

three  first-named  prisoners  without  Krakouer,  upon  a  state-  i>-  *<>  ^e  ro- 

,         ,  ,    ,  moved  from 

ment  that  in  his  opinion  such  a  course  would  further  the  the  dock  and 

j#-i«  TTi  j«T-ii«»  examined  as  a 

ends  of  justice.  Krakouer  was  accordingly  ordered  from  witnew  against 
the  dock.  He  was  subsequently  called  as  a  witness  and 
examined  upon  the  voir  dirCy  when  he  admitted  that  he 
was  jointly  indicted  with  the  other  prisoners.  Parry  and 
JDearsley^  on  behalf  of  two  of  the  prisoners,  objected  that 
his  evidence  was  inadmissible,  he  being,  in  fact,  a  party  to 
the  record.  The  practice  before  the  grand  jury  was  also 
referred  to  {a). 

Williams,  J. — The  jury  have  not  in  this  case  been 
charged  with  the  prisoner  Krakouer.  The  application  on 
the  part  of  the  Crown  has  been  granted.    The  parties  are 

(a)  See  Haw.  P.  C.  bk.  2,  c.  25,  8.  2. 


648  CEKTRAl  CRIMINAL  00X7RT,  XV.  VICT. 

1852.       ^^  separately.    Ejrakouer  is  not  upon  his  trial,  and  tliere- 

— r fore  no  objection  that  his  evidence  is  inadmissible  can  pre- 

Gbbbeb.  vail.  The  practice  of  not  admitting  one  prisoner  as  a  wit- 
ness upon  the  trial  of  another  prisoner  indicted  with  him  for 
the  same  offence  is  perhaps  founded  upon  the  inconvenienoe 
that  would  result  if  the  party  called  as  a  witness  was,  at 
the  time,  actually  upon  his  trial.  That  the  witness,  under 
the  present  circumstances,  is  admissible,  has  been  settled  for 
more  than  a  centiuy  {a).  There  is  no  valid  objection  to  his 
competency,  and  he  must  be  admitted. 

Krakouer,  who  had  been  ordered  out  of  Court,  was  then 
called,  and  gave  his  evidence. 

(a)  See  1  Hale,  305 ;  JRez  ▼.  JEUit,  Macnall,  53,  and  Lee  v.  GanaeO,  1 
Cowp.  3;  Com.  Dig.,  Teetmoign,  Witness,  A,  3;  Haw.  P.  C.  bk.  2,  c.  46» 
88.  90  et  aeq. ;  Qy.,  may  be  evidenoe  on  bebalf  of  associate,  2  Hale,  P.  G. 
280 ;  Haw.  P.  C.  bk.  2,  c.  46,  ss.  94  et  teg. 
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PRINCIPAL   MATTERS. 


ABANDONING  CHILD. 

A  mother  is  not  indictable  for 
abandoning  her  bastard  child  with- 
out haying  provided  for  its  support, 
unless  some  consequential  injury 
arise  to  the  child.  It  is  not  suffi- 
cient Uiat  she  intended  to  cast  upon 
a  parish  the  burden  of  supporting  the 
child.     Re^,  y.  Hogan,  601 

And  see  PLEADnrOy  3 — 8. 

AMENDMENT. 

Semhle,  the  Court  will  not  (ex- 
cept, perhaps,  imder  extreme  drcum- 
stances)  send  back  a  case  for  amend- 
ment under  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78, 
8.  4.     Beg.  V.  Holhwayy  40 

And  see  Points  of  Pbagtice. 


AEEEST  OF  JUDGMENT. 
See  Statute,  2 ;  Praotiob,  6. 

AESON. 

A.  (formerly  in  the  army)  was  in 
the  habit  of  employing  his  capital  in 
building  houses  upon  his  own  land 
for  his  profit  and  gain.  He  had 
erected  a  dosed-in  and  boarded  build- 


ing, twenty-four  feet  square,  with 
slated  roof  and  glass  windows;  it 
was  called  "  the  workshop,"  and  was 
used  as  a  place  of  deposit  for  tools 
and  building  materials.  Held,  that 
this  was  a  ''  shed^^  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  7  Will.  IV.  &  1 
Vict.  c.  89,  s.  3.     Reg,  v.  Amos,  422 

Qtfiertf,  A  "warehouse,"  an  "of- 
fice," a  "shop,"  a  "building  used 
for  carrying  on  a  certain  trade ;"  t.  e, 
"  the  trade  of  a  builder."  Ih. 

ASSAULT. 

1.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
a  felonious  assault  and  robbery. 
Held,  that  he  could  not  be  convicted 
of  assaulting  with  intent  to  rob,  Reg. 
y.  Reidy  431 

2.  Two  prisoners  were  indicted  for 
murder.  The  juiy  negatived  that  the 
assaults,  or  any  one  or  more  of  them 
laid  and  proved  against  the  prisoners, 
or  either  of  them,  conduct  to  the 
death.  Held,  that  the  prisoners 
could  not  upon  that  indictaient  be 
convicted  of  an  assault,  imder  1  Vict, 
c.  85,  s.  11.     Reg,  v.  Birdf  487 

That  therefore,  upon  a  subsequent 
indictment  for  the  same  assaults,  [as 
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assaults,]  the  prisoners  could    not 
plead  autrefois  acquit.  lb. 

3.  Some  boys  had  connexion  with 
a  girl,  nine  years  of  age.  The  jury 
found  them  ''  guilty,  l£e  girl  assent- 
ing, but  that  from  her  tender  years 
she  did  not  know  what  she  was 
about."  Held,  that  they  could  not 
be  found  guilty  of  an  assault.  He^^. 
y.  Read,  52 

4.  Where  a  medical  man  had  con- 
nexion with  a  girl,  fourteen  years  of 
ag^,  under  pretence  that  he  was  treat- 
ing her  medically;  and  the  jury 
found  that  at  the  tune  the  girl  was 
ignorant  of  the  nature  of  the  act,  and 
that,  confiding  in  him,  she  offered  no 
resistance,  but  did  not  consent,  it  was 
held,  that  he  was  properly  convicted 
of  an  assault.     He^,  y.  Case,         318 

The  question  of  fraud  or  no  fraud, 
as  the  means  of  obtaining  a  consent 
in  such  a  case,  need  not  be  specifi- 
cally left  to  the  jury  for  them  to  find 
as  a  fact ;  it  is  suf^cient  if  the  case  is 
so  left  to  them  that  fraud  in  law,  or 
no  fraud,  must  be  assumed  from  their 
yerdict  upon  the  case  as  left  to 
them.  lb. 

It  would  not  be  proper  to  leave  it 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  act 
was  done  with  a  view  to  cure  the  girl 
of  an  illness  from  which  she  was  suf- 
fering; because,  such  an  act  could 
not  be  so  justified.  lb. 

A  consent  obtained  by  fraud  is 
equivalent  to  no  consent.  lb. 

On  an  indictment  for  an  assault 
the  prisoner  may  be  convicted,  al- 
though upon  the  evidence  the  offence 
should  amount  to  a  rape.  lb. 

Semble,  consent  or  no  consent  may 
depend  upon  the  age  of  the  party, 
regard  being  had  to  the  probability  of 
her  being  deceived  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  act.  /ft. 


BAILEE. 
See  Lasoeny,  8,  9 ;  Sejivajst. 

BANKETJPT. 
See  PLEADnrOy  6. 

BASE  COIN. 
See  Evidence,  11. 

BASTARDY,  ORDER  IN. 

Where  justices  in  petty  seesion 
have  made  an  order  in  bastardy 
which  is  bad  upon  the  face  of  it,  and 
which  has  been  in  no  way  enf  orced, 
and  the  costs  actually  incurred  by  the 
putative  father  have  been  tendered  to 
nim,  such  order  may  be  simply  aban- 
doned, and  a  new  one  made  by  the 
same  or  by  other  justices.  Hey.  v. 
JBrieby,  109 

BASTARD  CHILD. 
Deserting bastardchild.  /S'^e Plead- 

TSQ,  3. 

BURIAL. 
See  Nt7isai7CE. 

CHURCH  RATES. 

Justices  of  the  pecuse,  in  issuing  a 
warrant  under  the  stat.  53  Geo.  frr, 
c.  127,  s.  7,  to  levy  a  church  rate  by 
distress  and  sale,  must  pursue  the 
terms  of  the  stat.  27  Geo.  II.  c.  20, 
by  limiting  the  sale  (except  in  the 
case  of  a  Quaker)  to  not  less  than 
four  nor  more  than  eight  days  from 
the  time  of  the  seizure.  Hsff.  v.  Wil^ 
liamSf  235 

A  warrant  to  levy  "forthwith" 
(upon  a  person  not  a  Quaker)  is  there- 
fore bad.  Ih. 
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COLLECTOE  OF  POOR'S 
EATES. 

See  Servant. 

CONFESSION. 
See  Eyidenggb,  4. 


OONSPIEAOY  TO  PEOOTJEE 
DEFILEMENT. 

A  conspiracy  to  induce  a  young 
woman  to  submit  her  body  to  defile- 
ment is  an  indictable  offence.  Reg, 
V.  Mears,  414 

COEEUPT  EECEIVING  OF 
MONET,  WITHIN  7  &  8  GEO. 
IV.  c.  29,  B.  58. 

The  prosecutrix  had  had  her  house 
broken  open,  and  several  cheeses 
stolen.  The  prisoner  called  upon  her, 
and  told  her  he  suspected  who  were 
the  parties.  He  received  from  the 
prosecutrix  3/.  to  purchase  part  of 
the  cheese.  The  jury  found,  "That 
the  prisoner  knew  the  thieves,  and 
assisted  the  prosecutrix  as  her  agent, 
and  at  her  request,  in  endeavouring 
to  purchase  the  stolen  property  from 
them,  not  meaning  to  oring  the 
thieves  to  justice."  Held,  that  the 
receipt  of  the  money  by  the  prisoner 
was  a  corrupt  receiving  of  such  mo- 
ney, within  the  meaning  of  7  &  8 
Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  8.  58.  JReg.  v.  Pas- 
coe,  141 

COTJNTEEFEIT  COIN. 
/Sfetf  EvrDENCE,  11. 

COUNTING-HOUSE. 

A  building,  part  of  the  premises  of 
a  factory,  was  called  the  **  Machine- 
house."  In  this  place  all  goods  sent 
out  were  weighed  and  entered  in  a 
book  kept  there.     Other  books,  usu- 


ally kept  in  another  building  called 
the  **  Office,"  were  used  there  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  the  men's  time  and 
paying  them  their  wages.  Held,  that 
this  was  a  counting-house  within  the 
meaning  of  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV. 
c.  29,  s.  15.     Eeff.  v.  Fotier,  561 

DEPOSITIONS. 

1.  A  witness  was  examined  before 
the  magistrate,  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoner.  The  derk  to  the  magis- 
trate afterwards,  at  his  own  office — 
the  magistrate  and  the  prisoner  being 
absent-~in  drawing  up  the  deposi- 
tions put  further  questions  to  the 
witness,  and  inserted  the  answers. 
This  statement  was  afterwards  read 
before  the  magistrate  in  the  presence 
of  the  witness  and  the  prisoner,  and 
the  witness  resworn  as  to  its  truih. 
Held,  that  the  witness  at  the  trial 
might  be  asked  as  to  such  answers 
without  putting  in  the  written  docu- 
ment.    Heg.  V.   Christopher,  225 

Quare,  whether  such  a  document 
is  in  law  a  deposition.  lb. 

2.  There  is  no  authority  requiring 
any  title,  or  as  it  is  called  caption,  to 
an  examination  ^  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
be  described  as  the  examination  of 
the  witness,  and  that  the  evidence  re- 
ferred to  the  charge  upon  which  the 
prisoner  may  be  upon  his  trial.  Reg, 
V.  Langhridgef  146 

3.  ThQ  deposition  of  a  witness 
absent  from  illness  may  be  used  be- 
fore the  grand  jury.  Reg,Y,  Clements y 

579 
Qumref  can  objection  be  taken  to 
any  proceeding  before  the  grand  ju- 
ry? Ih. 
Putting  in  Evidence.     See   Evi- 
dence, 6 — 8  ;  PiiACTiOE,  8, 

EMBEZZLEMENT. 

1.  The  prisoner  agreed  with  the 
prosecutor  to  take  the  charge  of  land, 
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&c.,  at  a  fixed  salary  and  one-third  of 
the  profits.  Held,  to  create  the  rela- 
tion of  servant  and  not  of  partner ; 
that  the  prisoner  was  a  labourer,  and 
the  agreement  therefore  within  the 
exception  in  the  Stamp  Act.  Reg. 
V.  Worthy,  636 

The  prisoner,  upon  accountinfi^  with 
the  prosecutor's  wife,  denied  the  re- 
ceipt of  moneys  paid  to  him.  Held, 
an  embezzlement.  Ih, 

2.  Where  money  had  been  received 
by  A.  a  servant,  on  account  of  his 
master,  and  by  him  paid  over  to  B., 
a  fellow  servant,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
pay  it  over  again  to  C,  the  cashier  in 
the  same  employment,  and  B.  fraudu- 
lently retained  such  money,  it  was 
held  to  be  an  embezzlement  within 
7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  47.  Reg.  v. 
Maetera,  1 

See  Laboent,  7 — 11. 

Uncertainty  as  to  the  county  in 
which  the  money  was  abstracted. 
See  Seevant  ;  Venue,  1. 

EEEOE,  WEIT  OF. 

See    Points    of    Peaotioe;    Prac- 
tice. 


EVIDENOE. 

1.  Where  evidence  of  a  confession 
was  received,  which  upon  further  ex- 
amination it  appeared  shoidd  have 
been  excluded,  but  which  was  never* 
theless  submitted  to  the  jury  on  the 
ground  that  they  could  not  divest 
their  minds  of  the  effects  produced 
by  the  admission,  and  the  prisoner 
was  convicted,  such  conviction  was 
reversed.    Reg.  v.  Gamer,  7 

2.  Neither  upon  an  indictment  for 
stealing,  nor  receiving,  can  evidence 
be  given  that  the  prisoner  had,  at  the 
time  or  previously,  other  stolen  goods 
in  his  possession.     Reg.  v.  Oddy,  593 


3.  The  words,  "  it  would  bo  better 
for  you  to  tell  the  truth,"  addressed 
to  a  girl  thirteen  years  of  age,  by  a 
medical  man  attending  upon  a  person 
whom  the  &^1  is  suspected  of  haT- 
ing  poisoned,  are  sufficient  to  exdnde 
evidence  of  a  confession  by  the  giil 
consequent  upon  the  use  of  them. 
Reg.  V.  Gamer,  7 

4.  Upon  a  charge  of  obtaining, 
under  fedse  pretences,  a  promissory 
note  and  other  valuable  securities^  it 
is  no  objection  to  receiving  a  depo- 
sition in  evidence  that  the  caption  of 
the  deposition  does  not  state  that  the 
money  was  obtained  illegally.  Reg. 
V.  Langbridge,  146 

5.  A  prisoner  cannot  be  convicted 
upon  an  indictment  charging  a  lar- 
ceny of  specific  coins,  unless  there  is 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  may 
find  that  some  one  of  the  particnlar 
coins  charged  was  the  subject  of  the 
larceny :  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the 
evidence  satisfies  the  jury  that  some 
of  one  or  of  the  other  coin  mentioned 
was  stolen.     Reg.  v.  Bond,  242 

6.  A  statement  made  by  a  prisoner 
before  a  magistrate,  not  signeil  either 
by  the  magistrate  or  the  prisoner,  is 
not  excluded  as  evidence  because  the 
magistrate  omits  to  inform  him  that 
he  has  nothing  to  hope  or  to  fear 
from  either  promise  or  threat.     lb, 

7.  A  prisoner  admits  havingbonght 
an  article,  whichissubsequentiy found 
in  his  house.  That  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence for  a  jury  to  convict  of  receiv- 
ing, without  proof  of  an  actual  re- 
ceipt, or  that  he  had  ever  been  at  the 
house  from  before  the  purchase  to  the 
time  of  the  charge.  Reg.  v.  3/a/- 
thews,  837 

8.  A  statement  made  by  a  prisoner 
before  a  magietrate,  an/id^ed  by 
the  magistrate  and  the  prisoner,  is  ad- 
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miflflible  as  evidence  against  the  pri- 
soner upon  his  trial,  although  the 
magistrate  omits  to  inform  him  (as 
in  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,)  that  he  haa 
nothing  to  hope  from  any  promise, 
and  nothing  to  fear  from  any  threat 
which  may  haye  been  made  or  held 
out  to  him.     Reg.  y.  Sansome,       260 

9.  On  an  in<uctment  for  forgery, 
at  common  law,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  party  charged  was  in 
custody  before  the  time  of  the  trial, 
in  order  to  give  jurisdiction  under  the 
statute  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  Will.  IV. 
c.  66,  s.  24.  It  will  sufficiently  ap- 
pear by  the  caption.  Eeg.  y.  Smi- 
thies, 190 

10.  An  indictment  charging  an  at- 
tempt to  obtain  goods  from  A.,  and 
others f  (partners  in  trade,)  by  false 
pretences  made  to  A.  and  others,  is 
supported  by  proof  of  false  pretences 
to  A.  alone.     Beg,  y.  Kealey,        404 

11.  An  indictoient  for  **  uttering 
and  putting  o^'  counterfeit  coin  is 
satisfied  by  evidence  of  a  tender  of 
the  coin.     Heg,  v.  Welshy  409 

12.  Two  persons  stole  some  fowls, 
and  carried  them  in  a  sack,  at  half- 
past  four  o'clock,  A.M.  to  the  house 
of  A.'s  father.  A.  (a  higgler)  ad- 
mitted the  thieves  into  the  house,  and 
shortly  afterwards  carried  a  lighted 
candle  and  conducted  them  to  a  sta- 
ble (at  the  back  of  the  house  and  be- 
longing thereto),  where  one  of  the 
thieves  who  had  carried  the  sack 
placed  it  on  the  floor.  The  mouth  of 
the  sack  was  tied.  There  was  evi- 
dence that  the  three  stood  round  the 
sack  as  if  bargaining.  Held,  that 
upon  these  facts  A.  could  not  be  con- 
victed of  receiving.     Reg,  v.  Wiley , 

367 

13.  When  a  lunatic  is  tendered  as 
a  witness,  it  is  for  the  judge  to 
determine  whether  he  shalL  be  ad- 
mitted. 

If,  upon  his  examination  upon  the 


voir  dire,  he  exhibits  a  knowledge  of 
the  religious  nature  of  an  oath,  it  is  a 
ground  for  his  admission. 

SemhU,  such  a  witness  cannot  be 
ob j  ected  to,  after  examination  in  chief, 
on  the  ground  that  he  is  non  compos 
mentis.     Rea.  v.  HiU,  582 

14.  Neither  upon  an  indictment 
for  ste£tlin^,  nor  receiving,  can  evi- 
dence be  given  that  the  prisoner  had, 
at  the  time  or  previously,  other  stolen 
goods  in  his  possession.  Reg.  v. 
Oddy,  693 

15.  An  accomplice  indicted  with 
others  mav,  by  leave  of  the  Court, 
after  they  have  all  pleaded  and  before 
the  jury  have  been  charged,  be  with- 
drawn from  the  dock  and  examined 
as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution.  Reg. 
V.  Gerher  and  others,  647 

16.  Night  poaching,  under  9  Geo. 
rV.  c.  69.    See  Night  PoAOHiNa. 

17.  Verbal  evidence  withdrawn 
after  having  been  tendered.  See^BsR' 

JXJBY,  2,  4. 

18.  Evidence  of  venue  in  embezzle- 
ment,   i^e*  Venue,  1. 

19.  Caption.  See  Defosixions, 
1,2. 

20.  Examining  witnesses  on  de- 
positions.    See  &AcnoE,  8. 

See  PltEVious  Conviction,  1. 


FALSE  PEETENCES. 

1.  Obtaining  a  gi/t  of  money  by 
means  of  false  statements,  is  obtaining 
money  by  false  pretences  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV. 
c.  20,  s.  53.     Reg,  v.  Jones,  270 

2.  A  secretary  of  a  Mendly  society 
obtaining  money  from  one  of  the 
members  under  pretence  that  it  was 
owing,  when  in  fact  no  money  was 
owing,  is  guilty  of  a  **  false  pretence," 
withm  the  meaning  of  the  statute  7  & 
8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  53.  Reg.  v. 
Wooley,  279 
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It  is  not  the  less  a  false  pretence 
within  the  statute,  because  the  party 
imposed  upon  might  by  common  pru- 
dence have  avoided  the  imposition.  lb. 

3.  A  servant  had  authority  from 
his  employers  to  pay  money  on  their 
behalf,  and  to  demand  repayment 
from  their  chief  clerk.  He  falsely 
pretended  to  have  paid  a  certain  sum, 
and  demanded  repayment  from  the 
clerk.  The  clerk  paid  him  the  money. 
Held,  f cdee  pretences,  and  not  larceny. 
Reg,  V.  Barnes,  387 

Omitting  in  an  indictment  for  false 
pretences  to  state  the  false  pretence. 
See  Pleading. 

Statement  of  false  pretence  to  A. 
and  B.,  supported  by  evidence  of  false 
pretence  to  A.  alone.  See  Evidence; 
10, 

FOEGERT. 

1.  An  instrument  in  the  following 
form,  '*  Permit  SeK  and  Co.  to  taste 
wine,  ex  Traveller,"  &c.,  directed  to 
the  cooper  at  a  particular  vault  in  the 
London  Docks,  and  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  owner  of  wine  m  that 
vault,  is  an  order  for  the  delivery  of 
wine ;  although  the  cooper,  by  the 
Dock  regulations,  could  not  act  upon 
it  imtil  countersigned  by  a  derk  of 
the  company.     Reg,  v.  Illidge,      127 

2.  To  forge  a  certificate  of  service, 
sobriety,  and  good  conduct  at  sea, 
with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud, 
&c.,  is  an  offence  indictable  at  com- 
mon law.     Reg,  v.  Toshack,  207 

3.  A  biU  of  parcels  underwritten, 
"  I  hope  you  will  excuse  me  for  send- 
ing for  such  a  trifle,"  &c.,  and  pur- 
porting to  be  signed  by  the  parfy  to 
whom  the  money  was  due,  and  pre- 
sented to  the  debtor,  is  a  "  warrant," 
and  {semble)  also  an  "  order"  within 
the  meaningof  the  statute  1 1  Geo.  lY. 
&  1  Will.  iV.  c.  66,  s.  3.  Reg,  v. 
Daicson,  428  i 


4.  The  prisoner  was  convicted  vpoa 
an  indictment  for  uttering  a  certain 
forged  warrant,  order,  and  reqnerti 
&c.  In  the  indictment  the  instm- 
ment  was  set  out  verbatim.  It  was 
contended  that  the  instrument  was 
neither  a  warrant  nor  an  order.  Held 
(without  deciding  the  point  ar;gaed} 
that  the  instrument,  having  been  set 
out  upon  the  indictment,  the  prisoner 
was  properly  convicted.  Reg.  v. 
Williams,  382 

5.  Evidence  of  jurisdictian  in  foir- 
gery  under  stat.  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1 WQL 
IV.  c.  66,  s.  23.    See  EvxDJcrcE,  9. 

GOODS  AND  CHATTELS, 

1.  A  railway  pass-ticket  is  a  diat- 
tel  (and  of  value)  within  the  Btatute 
7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  53.  Reg,  v. 
Boulton,  201 

2.  Ooin  described  as  goods  and 
chatteb.    See  'Pleadiso,  4. 

GRAND  JURY. 

Putting  depositions  in  evidence  be- 
fore grand  jury.  See  DEPOSinaHB,  3. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE, 

Oannot  be  together  oonvicted  of 
receiving.  See  Bsosivnro,  2. 

IDEM  SONANS. 

A  prisoner  was  indicted  for  reo^T- 
ing,  &c.,  the  goods  of  Darius  O.  The 
prosecutor  scud  in  evidence  that  his 
name  was  Trius  0.  Held,  that  tka 
question  of  idem  sonans  was  for  tiia 
jury.     Reg,  v.  Davis,  557 

INDECENT  EXPOSUEE. 

An  indecent  exposure  to  one  per- 
son is  not  an  offence  indictable  at 
common  law. 


INBEZ. 
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SembU,  aliier,  when  it  is  so  done 
that  other  persons  might  have  seen. 
JRe^.  V.  Webb,  23 

INFANT. 

1 .  Deserting  infant  of  tender  years. 
See  Pleading,  3,  8. 

2.  A  mother  is  not  indictable  for 
abandoning  her  bastard  child  without 
having  provided  for  its  support,  un- 
less some  consequential  injury  arise 
to  the  child.  It  is  not  sufficient  that 
she  idtended  to  cast  upon  the  parish 
the  burden  of  suppoiting  the  child. 
Jie^.  V.  Hogan,  601 

JXJET. 

1.  A  foreign  woman  married  to  a 
British  subject  is,  by  virtue  of  stat. 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  16,  deprived  of 
lier  right  to  a  jury  de  medietate  liri' 
ffU48,     Reg,  V.  Manning,  155 

2.  A  prisoner  was  indicted  for  a 
felony  after  a  previous  conviction; 
the  jury  found  him  guilty  of  the  fe- 
lony, and  were  about  to  be  re-sworn  to 
inquire  as  to  the  previous  conviction. 
Held,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  then 
entitled  to  a  challenge.    Reg,  v.  Key, 

623 
LARCENY. 

1.  The  prosecutor  sent  a  mare  to 
the  prisoner  for  sale,  and  after  some 
time  made  two  several  applications  to 
have  her  returned.  The  prisoner 
promised  to  ride  the  mare  to  Fly- 
mouth  for  the  prosecutor,  he  did  so, 
and  put  the  mare  up  at  a  stable  and 
paid  for  her  bait.  Whilst  the  mare 
Was  there,  the  prosecutor  refused  to 
let  the  prisoner  take  the  mare  to  a 
place  he  desired  to  send  her  to,  and 
sent  a  boy  who  went  with  orders 
to  the  ostler  at  the  stable  not  to  let 
the  prisoner  have  the  mare  again. 
The  prosecutor  then  told  the  prisoner 
'^  never  to  put  fioger  near  the  mare 
again,"  to  which  the  prisoner  answer- 


ed'*  Well."  The  prisoner  afterwards 
applied  to  the  ostler  for  the  mare,  and 
obtained  her  by  means  of  a  false 
statement.  Held,  that  the  prisoner 
was  rightly  convicted  of  larceny.  Reg. 
V.  Stear,  11 

2.  A,  a  servant  to  a  tallow-chand- 
ler, clandestinely  removed  some  of  his 
master's  fat  from  one  place  to  another, 
and  then,  in  conjunction  with  B.,  en- 
deavoured to  sell  it  to  his  master  as 
the  property  of  B.  and  G.  Held,  that 
A.  was  rightly  eonvicted  of  larceny. 
Reg.  V.  Hall,  47 

3.  In  a  tannery,  certain  skins  had 
been  dressed,  the  wages  for  dressing 
paid,  and  the  skins  deposited  in  a 
warehouse.  The  prisoner  afterwards 
clandestinely  removed  those  skins  and 
carried  .them  away,  **toith  intent  to 
deliver  them  to  the  foreman,  and  get 
paid /or  them  as  if  they  were  his  otvn 
work"    Held,  not  a  larceny. 

To  constitute  larceny  there  must 
be  an  intention,  without  any  colour 
of  right,  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the 
entire  property.  Reg,  v.  Holloway,  40 

4.  Tne  act  of  secreting  a  letter  by 
a  person  employed  in  the  post-office, 
coupled  vrith  an  intention  to  deprive 
the  owner  of  the  property,  is  a  lar- 
ceny.    Reg.  V.  Wynn,  32 

5.  A  special  verdict,  "Not  guilty 
of  stealing  the  watch,  but  guuty  of 
keeping  possession  of  it,  in  the  hgpe 
of  reward,  from  the  time  he  first  had 
the  watch,"  is  an  acquittal,  upon  a 
charge  of  larceny.     Reg.  v.  York,  21 

6.  The  prisoner  found  a  bank-note 
in  the  high  road ;  at  that  time,  he 
had  no  means  of  discovering  the 
owner,  nor  any  reason  to  believe  that 
the  owner  knew  where  to  find  it ;  he 
picked  it  up,  intending  to  appropriate 
it  to  his  own  use ;  the  next  day  he 
was  informed  who  was  the  owner ;  he 
afterwards  did  appropriate  it  to  his 
own  use.  Held,  that  he  was  not 
guilty  of  larceny. 

vy2 


656 


INDEX. 


In  order  to  constitute  the  crime  of 
larceny,  there  must  be  (at  least)  a 
taking  of  the  chattels  of  another  ani- 
mo  furandiy  and  against  the  will  of 
the  owner. 

By  animus  furandi  is  to  be  under- 
stood the  intention  not  to  take  a  par- 
tial or  temporary,  but  the  entire  do- 
minion over  the  chattels,  without  a 
colour  of  right. 

The  crime  of  larceny  cannot  be 
committed  unless  the  goods  taken  ap- 
pear to  have  an  owner,  and  the  party 
taking  must  know  or  beheve  that  the 
taking  was  against  the  will  of  that 
owner. 

A  person  who  finds  goods  which 
are  lost  may  convert  them  animo  fu- 
randi under  some  circumstances,  so 
as  not  to  be  guilty  of  larceny — as 
in  the  taking  of  waif  and  treasure- 
trove,  which  are  really  goods  without 
an  owner,  the  taker  woidd  not  be 
guilty  of  larceny,  though  he  took  ori- 
ginally animo  furandi:  so,  when  a 
person  finds  a  purse  in  the  highway, 
and  takes  it  animo  furandi^  not  being 

E resumed  to  know  the  owner,  nor 
aving  at  the  time  the  means  of  dis- 
covering him,  it  is  not  felony. 

To  prevent  the  taking  of  ^oods 
from  being  larceny,  it  is  essential  that 
they  should  be  taken  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  that  the  owner  woidd 
be  reasonably  presumed  by  the  taker 
to  have  abandoned  them,  or,  at  least, 
not  to  know  where  to  find  them.  If 
a  man,  therefore,  finds  goods  that  have 
been  actually  lost,  or  are  reasonably 
supposed  by  him  to  have  been  lost, 
and  appropriates  them  animo  furandi^ 
really  believing  when  he  takes  them 
that  the  owner  cannot  be  foimd,  it  is 
not  larceny ;  but,  if  he  really  believes 
that  the  owner  can  be  found,  it  is  lar- 
ceny. Reg,  V.  Thurhom,  67 
7.  The  prisoner  had  in  his  pos- 
session a  note  which  had  been  lost 
for  two  days.    Upon  the  trial  of  the 


prisoner  for  felony,  the  jury  were  di- 
rected, that  if  they  were  of  opiniaa 
that  at  the  time  when  the  prisoner 
first  resolved  to  appropriate  it  to  his 
own  use  he  knew  the  owner,  or  be- 
lieved that  he  could  be  found,  they 
were  to  find  him  guilty.  Held,  aa 
erroneous  direction,  as  it  was  possible 
that  the  prisoner  might  for  some  time 
have  had  honest  possession  of  the 
note,  in  which  case  a  subsequent  oon- 
version  would  not  amount  to  laroeii^. 
Reg,  V.  Preston,  '    641 

8.  A  clerk,  who  receives  money  or 
goods  directly  from  his  master  for  a 
special  purpose  on  behalf  of  bis  mas- 
ter, and  appropriates  them  to  his  own 
use,  is  guilty  of  larceny  smd  not  em- 
bezzlement.    Reg.  V.  Hawkins,     328 

9.  The  prosecutors  employed  the 
prisoner  (a  butcher  and  drover)  to 
take  pigs  and  deliver  them  to  A.,  and 
to  brmg  back  such  simi,  in  post-ofi&oe 
orders  or  a  cheque,  as  A.  should  give 
him,  on  being  shown  by  him  a  paper 
from  the  prosecutors.  He  had  2/. 
given  him  for  his  expenses,  for  which 
he  was  to  account,  but  nothing  was 
said  of  the  manner  in  which  he  was 
to  be  paid  for  his  trouble :  there  was 
an  established  custom  to  pay  drovers 
so  much  by  the  day  for  the  time  they 
were  employed.  The  prisoner  was  at 
Uberty  to  drive  oattie  at  the  same  time 
for  others.  He  sold  the  pigs,  and 
appropriated  the  proceeds  to  his  own 
use.  Held,  that  the  prisoner  was  not 
a  servant  to  the  prosecutor.  That, 
as  a  bailee,  without  proof  that  he  in- 
tended to  appropriate  them  to  his 
own  use  at  the  time  he  received  them, 
he  could  not  be  convicted  of  larceny. 
Aliter,  if  a  servant.  Reg,  v.  Ifey,  209 

10.  The  prisoner  went  away  with 
the  wife  of  the  prosecutor,  and  took 
with  him  a  box  of  his  own  in  which 
he  had  assisted  in  placing  property 
of  the  husband.  He  subsequently 
cohabited  with  the  wife,  used  some  of 
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the  property,  and  pledged  a  portion, 
consisting  of  her  wearing  apparel, 
and  appropriated  the  proceeds  to  his 
own  use.  Held,  that  he  was  pro- 
perly convicted  of  larceny.  Reg.  v. 
Thampsoiif  294 

11.  Without  feloniously  ohtaining 
possession  there  cannot  be  larceny. 
Iteg,  V.  Thistle,  204 

12.  The  prisoner  was  a  shareholder 
in  a  public  company,  unincorporated, 
but  authorized  under  the  statute  to 
sue  or  prosecute  in  the  name  of  the 
treasurer ;  he  was  also  a  clerk  to  the 
company,  appointed  by  the  directors, 
who  paid  him  his  salary,  and  fixed 
the  duties  he  had  to  perform.  A 
cheque  had  been  drawn  in  the  name 
of  the  company,  paid  by  the  bankers, 
and  returned  by  them,  in  the  course 
of  business,  through  a  messenger  to 
the  prisoner,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
hold  such  returned  cheque  for  the  use 
of  the  directors.  The  prisoner  pur- 
loined the  cheque.  Held,  that  he  was 
properly  convicted  of  larceny.  Reg. 
V.  Watts,  342 

Held,  also,  that  he  was  properly 
convicted  as  servant  to  A.  (the  chair- 
man  of  the  directors),  and  others.  Ih. 

Where,  according  to  the  course  of 
business,  paid  cheques  are  returned  by 
the  bankers  to  the  directors  of  a  com- 
pany, they  become  their  property,  as 
directors.  Ih. 

The  prisoner,  as  a  shareholder,  had 
no  property  in  such  a  cheque.        Ih. 

13.  The  prisoner  received  various 
articles  of  clothing  from  his  employer 
to  sell  about  the  country;  to  each 
article  was  afi&xed  a  separate  price. 
The  prisoner  was  to  receive  a  com- 
mission upon  the  goods  he  sold,  and 
to  return  the  remainder.  The  pri- 
soner fraudulently  pawned  some,  and 
appropriated  the  rest  to  his  own 
use.  Held,  that  he  was  properly 
convicted  of  larceny.    Reg.  v.  Poyser. 
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14.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
larceny.  Tne  jury  found  a  verdict 
that  the  goods  were  parted  with  con- 
ditionally,  that  the  money  was  to  be 
paid  at  the  time,  and  that  the  pri- 
soner took  them  with  a  felonious  in- 
tent. Held  to  amount  to  a  verdict  of 
guilty.     Reg.  v.  Cohen,  576 

15.  The  prisoners,  J.  and  W.,  by 
a  trick,  in  which  they  pretended  to 
be  ready  and  willing  and  about  to 
pay  over  to  the  prosecutor  forty-two 
sovereigns,  induced  the  prosecutor  to 
draw  a  cheque  upon  his  banker  for 
42/.,  and  to  give  it  to  J.  At  the 
request  of  J.  the  prosecutor  went 
with  him  to  get  the  cheque  cashed. 
The  banker  cashed  the  cheque  to  the 
prisoner  in  notes  and  gold,  as  di- 
rected by  the  prosecutor  at  the  time. 
J.  then  by  another  trick  got  rid  of 
the  prosecutor.  The  jury  K)und  that 
the  prisoners  throughout  intended  to 
get  the  property  of  the  prosecutor  by 
&aud,  and  that  the  proseciutor  did 
not  intend  to  part  with  his  property 
in  the  checque  and  the  money  paid 
upon  it  until  he  received  the  forty- 
two  sovereigns.  Held,  that  the  pri- 
soners were  properly  convicted  of 
larceny.  Reg.  v.  Johnson  and  an- 
other,  612 

16.  Pigeons  tame  and  reclaimed, 
kept  in  an  ordinary  dovecot,  and 
having  access  to  the  open  air,  are  the 
subject  of  larceny.     Meg.  v.  Cheafor, 

621 
See  Embezzlement,  1. 

See  False  Pbetences,  3. 

LUNATIC. 
Evidence  of.    See  Evidence,  13. 


MAEEIAGE. 

Refusal  by  ministers  to  marry.   See 
PleadinO;  13. 
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MAEEIAGE  LICENSE. 

Obtaining  license  from  surrogate. 
See  Peejuey,  1. 

MASTER  OE  SERVANT. 
JSee  Embezzlement,  1. 

NIGHT  POACHING. 
Statement  of  close. 

In  an  indictment  for  night  poach- 
ing under  stat.  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  69,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  name  any  particular 
close ;  it  is  sufficient  to  say  *^  land  in 
the  occupation  of  B.  or  C.,"  as  the 
fact  may  be.     Reff,  v.  Eaton,         598 

It  is  not  necessary  where  several 
persons  are  indicted  together  that 
they  should  all  have  been  upon  the 
same  parcel  of  land.  lb. 

If  several  persons  in  one  party  are 
in  parcels  of  land  described  in  the 
indictment  as  in  different  occupations, 
it  is  within  the  statute.  lb. 

NUISANCE. 

A  pauper  who  has  not  the  means 
of  burying  his  deceased  child,  and 
who  refuses  to  accept  a  loan  from  the 
parish  and  apply  it  to  that  purpose, 
is  not  liable  to  be  indicted  for  a 
nuisance  arising  from  the  decomposi- 
tion of  the  cmld^s  body.  Reg.  v. 
Vann,  632 

ORDER  OF  JUSTICES. 

A  soldier,  who  disobeys  an  order 
of  justices  to  pay  a  certain  sum  per 
week  to  the  mother  of  a  bastard 
child,  of  which  child  he  is  adjudged 
to  be  the  putative  father,  is  liable  to 
be  indicted.  [But  see  the  subsequent 
Mutiny  Act.]     Reg.  v.  Ferrall,     290 

PERJURY. 

1.  A.  swore  falsely  before  a  surro- 
gate, and  thereby  obtained  a  license 
for  the  marriage  of  B.  and  C,  which 
license  was  not  acted  upon.    Query : 


Was  A.  guilty  of  peijuiy  ?    Reg.  t. 
Chapman,  90 

2.  Upon  a  trial  of  ejectment,  in 
order  to  prove  the  copy  of  a  will,  P. 
swore  that  he  had  examined  it  with 
the  original  in  the  registry  at  L., 
and,  in  order  to  prove  probate,  swore 
that  he  had  examined  a  memorandum 
at  foot  of  the  copy,  with  the  entry  in 
the  account  book  at  the  same  registxy. 
This  examination  did  not  render  the 
document  legally  admissible  in. evi- 
dence. The  Judge  ofiPered  to  receive 
it;  but  it  was  withdrawn.  P.  had 
not  made  either  examination.  He 
was  indicted  for  perjury  and  con- 
victed. Held,  that  as  the  statements 
were  made  with  a  view  to  the  doca-* 
ment  being  received,  and  if  received 
it  would  have  been  material  to  the  is- 
sue, the  conviction  for  perjury  most 
be  affirmed.     Reg.  v.  Fhilpotts,     607 

3.  An  arbitrator  appointed  under 
the  County  Court  Act  has  no  power 
to  administer  an  oath.  False  swear- 
ing before  such  a  person  is  not  per- 
jury.    Reg.  V.  Hallett,  563 

4.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
perjury.  The  indictment  alleged 
that,  upon  a  previous  trial,  in  wmch 
the  prisoner  was  a  witness,  she  was 
asked  (and  it  was  a  material  ques- 
tion) whether  she  ever  got  one  Milo 
Williams  to  write  a  letter  for  her; 
that  she  swore  that  she  never  got  a 
Mr.  Milo  Williams  (pointed  out  to 
her  in  Court,  and  who  was  proved  to 
have  written  the  letter)  to  write  a 
letter  for  her.  The  letter  was  then 
shown  to  her,  and  she  repeated  her 
denial.  Held,  that  the  materiality 
w£is  sufficiently  alleged.  That  the 
allegation  in  reference  to  Milo  Wil- 
liams was  sufficient.  That  the  letter 
was  sufficiently  identified.  Reg,  v. 
Bennett,  567 

PLEADING. 
1.  Certainty  of  statement  of  locut 
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in  quo  under  stat.  9  Geo.  lY.  c.  69. 
See  Night  FoACHiNGy  1. 

Stealing  and  receiving. 

2.  In  charging  in  the  same  indict- 
ment under  stat.  II  &  12  Yict.  c.  46, 
B.  3,  a  receiving  together  with  a 
atealing,  the  prosecution  is  not  limited 
to  one  count  for  receiving,  Reg.  v. 
Beeton,  87 

Deserting  child  of  tender  years. 

3.  Adl  indictment  for  leaving  and 
deserting  an  infant  child  of  tender 
years,  with  intent  to  injure  and  ag- 
grieye  the  inhabitants  of  A.,  is  not 
sufficient,  there  being  no  averment 
that  the  child  was  settled  elsewhere, 
nor  any  allegation  that  the  child  re- 
ceived any  damage  or  was  likely  to 
do  80.     Beg.  v.  Cooper^  126 

See  also  Infant. 

Indictment  for  stealing  coin  described 
as  '**  Goods  and  chattels.^* 

4.  An  indictment  charging  the 
stealing  ^'two  pieces  of  the  current 
silver  coin  of  the  realm  called  shil- 
lings, of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
S.  J.,"  is  sufficient ;  for  that  the 
words  ''of  the  goods  and  chattels" 
ought  in  such  case  to  be  rejected  as 
surplusage.     Reg.  v.  Radley,         144 

5.  In  an  indictment  for  larceny, 
*^one  ham  of  the  value,"   &c.   is  a 
sufficient  description.    Reg.  v.  OaU , 
lears,  196 

Indictment  of  a  bankrupt /or  not  dis' 
closing  his  real  estate. 

6.  An  indictment  under  the  stat.  5 
&  6  Yict.  c.  122,  s.  32,  charging  a 
bankrupt  that "  at  the  time  of  his  ex- 
amination, to  wit,"  &c.,  ''he  was 
possessed  of  a  real  estate,  to  wit," 
&c.,  and  "  that  he  at  the  time  of  his 
said  examination,"  &c.,  "  did  not  dis- 
cover when  he  disposed  of,  assigned 
aifd  transferred  the  said  estate,"  &c., 
without  averring  that  the  bankrupt 
had  disposed  of,  assigned  or  trans- 


ferred the  said  estate,  &c.  Held 
insufficient.  Reg.  v.  Harris,  177 
Query,  Whether  an  indictment 
under  the  same  statute  charging  that 
the  bankrupt  "submitted  himself  to 
be  examined,"  &c.,  and  "  that  at  the 
time  of  his  said  examination,"  &c., 
sufficiently  alleges  that  the  bankrupt 
was  examined.     lb. 

Omitting  to  state  the  false  pretence. 

7.  An  indictment  charging  that  A. 
on,  &c.,  in,  &c.,  "  did  unlawfully  at- 
tempt and  endeavour  fraudulently, 
falsely,  and  imlawf  ully  to  obtain  from 
B.  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  22/.  10s.  f  with  intent  thereby 
then  and  there  to  cheat  and  defraud 
the  said  B.,"  without  stating  the 
means  adopted  by  the  prisoner,  was 
held  insufficient,  after  conviction. 
Reg.  V.  Marshy  192 

Causing  the  death  of  an  infant. 

8.  An  indictment  for  causing  (qy. 
not  preventing)  the  death  of  an  infant 
child,  by  a  mere  non-feasance^  with- 
out any  statement  of  the  age,  or  in- 
capacity on  the  part,  of  the  child  to 
take  care  of  itself,  is  bad.  Query, 
Whether  describing  it  as  an  infant 
child,  of  tender  years,  is  sufficient  ? 
But  an  indictment  for  causing  the 
death  of  an  infant  child  by  a  mis^ 

feasance,  as  casting  and  throwing  on 
a  heap  of  ashes  (and  leaving  it  there 
exposed,  &c.)  is  sufficient,  without 
any  statement  of  the  age,  if  the  death 
of  the  child  be  traced  to  that  act. 
"  Not  named,"  when  consistent  with 
the  fact,  is  a  sufficient  description  in 
such  an  indictment ;  aliter,  not  bap- 
tized.    Reg.  V.  Waters,  67 

9.  Semble,  in  an  indictment  for 
an  indecent  exposure,  it  is  sufficient 
to  allege  that  A.  B.  "unlawfully, 
wilfully,  publicly,  and  indecently  did 
expose  and  exhibit,"  &c.,  "in  the  pre- 
sence of"  C.  D.,  "and  divers  other 
liege  subjects,"  &c.     Reg.  v.  Webb,  23 
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Secreting  Utters  hy  a  person  «m- 
ployed  in  the  post  office. 

10.  In  an  indictment  upon  the 
Btat.  7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  36,  8. 
26,  against  a  person  employed  under 
the  post  office,  for  secreting  letters, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  pur- 
pose for  which  he  secreted  them. 
Iley.  V.  Wynn,  32 

Moneys  received  by  a  collector  of 
poor^s  rates. 

11.  Money  received  by  a  collector 
of  the  poor's  rate  is  sufficiently  de- 
scribed as  the  property  of  the  over- 
seers only ; — naming  them.  Reg.  v. 
Adey,  296 

Setting  out  promissory  note. 

12.  An  indictment  charging  that 
A.  unlawfully  did  falsely  pretend  that 
a  certain  printed  paper  was  a  good 
and  vaHd  promissory  note,  is  suffi- 
oient,  without  setting  out  the  paper. 
Reg.  V.   Coulson,  332 

Refusal  to  marry. 

13.  Query,  Whether  a  refusal  by 
a  minister  of  the  established  church 
to  marry  an  applicant  (all  temporal 
formalities  having  been  properly  per- 
formed) on  the  ground  that  he  has 
not  been  confirmed,  and  will  express 
no  desire  to  be  confirmed,  is  an  in- 
dictable offence?  if  so,  in  order  to 
support  the  indictment,  the  parties 
must  both  have  presented  themselves, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  married, 
within  canonical  hours.  The  indict- 
ment must  aver  that  the  parties 
might  have  been  lawfully  married. 
Reg.  V.  James,  300 

14.  Query,  Whether  the  words  * '  so 
as  aforesaid  feloniously  stolen  "  ne- 
cessarily mean  that  the  goods  were 
stolen  by  the  person  in  the  preceding 
oount mentioned,  i^e^.v.  Crciddoch,  361 

15.  Beference  from  one  count  to 
another.    See  Venue,  2. 


POACHING. 

See  Night  PoAGHnra. 

POINTS  OF  PEACnCR 

"A  conviction"  is  a  conditzon 
precedent  in  all  cases^to  give  juris- 
diction to  this  Court,  289 

The  Court  will  not  entertain  any 
question  which  is  not  reserved  is  the 
ccuse  (p.  24),  even  though  it  should 
be  fairly  deducible  from  the  oase  it- 
seK,  214 

The  Court  will  not  consider  an  ob- 
jection to  the  validity  of  en  indict- 
ment if  it  be  not  reserved,  aad  the  in- 
dictment be  not  set  out  in  the  case 
itself,  24,  37 

The  Court  upon  a  case  reserved, 
on  which  the  indictment  is  set  out, 
will  look  at  the  indictmenl,  and  if 
bad  reverse  the  judgment,        26,  37 

The  Court  will  also  look  &t  the  in- 
dictment for  the  purpose  of  assLBting 
their  judgment,  although  it  be  not 
set  out,  382 

The  Court  will  not  go  into  any 
matter  of  evidence  which  occurred  at 
the  trial,  if  it  is  not  referred  to  in  the 
case,  214,  256,  346 

The  Court  will  not,  except  perhaps 

under  extreme  circumstances,  send  a 

case  back  to  be  amended,  40 ;  I79,n.; 

270,  n. ;  318,  n. ;  412,  n. ;  423,  n 

The  Court  wiU  not  send  a  case 
back  to  be  amended  in  order  to  raise 
a  point  (not  reserved)  whether  a  oer- 
tam  question  should  have  been  left  to 
the  jury,  214 

Before  a  case  is  submitted  to  this 
Court  counsel  may  apply  to  the 
Judge,  by  whom  it  is  stated,  to 
amend,  214,  347,  n. 

A  case  reserved  in  term  after  this 
Court  has  begun  to  sit,  (usually  the 
second  Saturday  in  term,)  properly 
belongs  to  the  next  rota,  270,  n. 

If  a  case  reserved  by  a  Judge  of 
one  of  the  superior  Courts  fihould  be 
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called  on  when  sncli  Jnd^e  is  not 
present,  it  will  be  adioomed  until  lie 
be  present;  altbongn  a  Judge  wbo 
was  present  at  the  trial,  and  there- 
fore acquainted  with,  the  facts,  should 
be  one  forming  this  Court,  and  pre- 
sent when  the  case  is  so  called  on, 

342 ;  but  see  286 

An  objection  to  an  indictment 
raised  in  arrest  of  judgment  may  be 
submitted  to  this  Oourt,  81 

A  point  which  has  been  decided 
upon  demurrer  in  the  C!ourt  below 
cannot  be  reserved  for  this  Ck>urt, 

179,  note ;  286 

Semble,  Where  by  arrangement 
no  judgment  is  at  the  trial  given 
upon  a  demurrer,  which  does  not  ap- 
pear upon  the  record,  and  the  case 
goes  on,  and  the  prisoner  is  con- 
victed, the  point  raised  upon  de- 
murrer may  be  reserved,  [^ee  how' 
ever,  JRuks  of  Court,  vii.l     155—288 

One  counsel  only  can  oe  heard  on 
each  side  (hut  see  457),  342 

Counsel  for  the  prisoner  address 
the  Court  first,  and  have  a  reply. 

This  Court  will  consider  tne  case 
reserved  and  eive  judgment,  although 
no  counsel  should  appear  on  either 
side. 

Counsel  will  be  heard  in  support 
of  the  conviction,  although  no  coun- 
sel should  appear  on  b^ialf  of  the 
prisoner,  81 

So,  by  counsel  for  the  prisoner, 
although  no  counsel  should  appear 
for  the  Crown. 

Semhle,  There  is  no  appeal  from 
this  Court  by  a  writ  of  error,        286 

Where  a  case  is  reserved  a  prisoner 
should  not  be  discharged  on  his  own 
recognizance,  506 

T^ere  a  prisoner  is  found  guilty 
affainst  the  evidence  and  against  the 
direction  of  the  Court,  291,  458 

POISON. 
To  administer  cocculus  indicus  bei^ 


ries  toith  intent  to  kilt,  is  to  ad- 
minister poison  within  the  statute  7 
Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  2 ;  al- 
though the  kernel  only  is  poison  and 
the  stomach  will  not  act  upon  the 
pod,  and  the  whole  is  therefore  in- 
nocuous. A  person  who  at  the  same 
time  administers  a  poison  and  its  an- 
tidote, does  not  administer  poison,  {per 
Alderson,  B.).  Ee^.  v.  Cluderay,  219 

PEACTIOE. 

1.  Upon  a  case  reserved,  where  the 
indictment  is  included  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  case,  the  Court  may  look 
at  the  indictment,  and,  if  bad,  reverse 
the  judgment.     Reg.  v.  Wehh,        23 

2.  Semble,  Upon  a  case  reservedy 
the  Court  will  not  entertain  a  ques- 
tion as  to  a  matter  of  error  upon  the 
record — ^the  Court  not  being  consti- 
tuted for  that  purpose.  Reg.  v. 
Wynn,  .  32 

3.  Where  a  prisoner  has  been  con- 
victed, and  a  question  of  law  re- 
served, this  Court  will  hear  counsel 
for  the  prosecution,  although  no  one 
appears  for  the  prisoner.  Reg,  v. 
Martin,  78 

4.  Where  the  prisoners  have  not 
been  tried  and  convicted,  this  Court 
has  no  authority  to  hear,  nor  has  the 
Judge  below  power  to  reserve,  a  case 
upon  the  validity  of  an  indictment 
upon  which  he  has  already  given 
judgment,  even  though  the  judgment 
should  have  been  given  expressly 
with  a  view  to  reserving  the  case. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  proper 
course  for  the  prisoner  is  to  bring  a 
writ  of  error  oefore  the  Queen's 
Bench.  Where  judgment  is  so  given 
against  a  prisoner,  tikis  Court  has  no 
power  to  place  him  in  the  same  situa- 
tion that  he  was  in  before  the  de- 
murrer. Semhle,  where  (by  arrange- 
ment) no  judgment  is,  at  the  tnal, 
given  upon  the  demurrer,  the  case 
goes  on  and  the  prisoner  is  convicted. 
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the  point  raised  upon  demiurer  may 
be  reserved.  (See,  however,  the 
Hules  of  Court,  Appendix.)  Semble^ 
the  judgment  of  this  Court  deprives 
the  party  of  his  writ  of  error.  Reg, 
V.  Faderman,  286 

5.  Where  an  objection,  that  the 
learned  Judge  at  the  trial  did  not 
leave  a  certain  question  to  the  jury 
has  not  been  reserved,  this  Court  will 
not  send  the  case  back  to  be  amended 
in  order  to  raise  the  point.  This 
Court  will  not  consider  an  objection 
which  has  not  been  reserved,  even 
though  it  should  be  fairly  deducible 
from  the  case  itself.  This  Court  will 
not  ffo  into  any  matter  of  evidence 
which  occurred  at  the  trial  if  it  is  not 
stated  in  the  case.  Before  the  case 
is  submitted  to  this  Court  counsel 
may  apply  to  the  Judge,  by  whom  it 
is  stated,  to  amend.  Eeg,  v.  Smith, 

214 

6.  Where  a  prisoner  was  indicted 
for  stealing  certain  goods,  and  in  a 
subsequent  count  for  receiving  the 
said  goods  ''so  as  aforesaid  feloni' 
ously  stolen,^^  &c. :  and  the  jury  ac- 
quitted of  the  stealing  and  convicted 
of  the  receiving,  the  conviction  was 
affirmed  upon  a  case  reserved  upon  a 
motion  in  arrest  of  Judgment,  Reg. 
V.  Craddockf  361 

Where  the  receiving  is  so  laid,  the 
Judge  should  direct  the  jury  to 
acquit  upon  the  count  for  receiving, 
if  they  should  not  find  the  prisoner 
guilty  of  stealing.  lb, 

7.  The  Court,  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  its  judgment,  will  look  at 
the  indictment,  although  it  be  not  set 
out  in  the  case.     Reg.  v.  Williams, 

382 

8.  Upon  the  cross-examination  of 
a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  counsel 
for  the  prisoner  ought  not  to  be  al- 
lowed to  put  the  depositions  into  the 
witness's  hands  and  ask  him  if  he 
persists  in  the  statement  he  has  al- 


ready made  in  his  evidence  in  oomt 
Reg.  V.  Ford,  573 

9.  When  a  prisoner  is  chained 
with  a  felony  committed  after  a  pre- 
vious conviction,  and  also  with  the 
previous  conviction^  the  prisoner  is 
to  plead  to  the  whole  indlbtment;  the 
jury  are  first  to  inquire  into  thefdony 
onlg ;  afterwards  the  previous  con- 
viction. The  practice  is  in  substance 
the  same  as  it  was  before  the  statute 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  19.  Reg.  v.  Shut- 
tleworth,  626 

PEEVIOUS  CONVICTION. 
Where  a  counsel  for  a  prisoner 
on  cross-examination  of  a  witiiees  for 
the  prosecution  adduces  evidence  of 
gooa  character  for  a  limited  time  prior 
to  the  prosecution,  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  may  give  in  evidence 
a  previous  conviction,  although  it  did 
not  occur  within  the  time  to  which 
the  cross-examination  was  limited; 
but  it  would  be  otherwise  if  the  wit- 
ness volunteered  the  statement  In 
the  former  case  the  prosecution  would 
not  be  entitled  to  a  reply.  In  the 
latter  case  he  would  not  be  entitled  to 
give  Qvidence  to  rebut  the  voluntary 
statement.  Reg.  v.  Shrimptonj  628 
See  Peacticb,  9. 

RECEIVING. 

1.  An  indictment  charged  the  pri- 
soner with  receiving  certain  fowls 
knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen. 
The  fowls  had  been  stolen  at  M.  by 
the  prisoner's  husband,  and  by  him 
sent  by  coach  to  B.  The  mnsoner 
went  to  the  coach  office  at  3.,  and 
claimed  the  hamper  or  box  in  which 
they  were  packed.  It  was  not  de- 
livered to  her.  She  was  then  taken 
into  custody.  Held,  that  the  priscm- 
er  was  improperly  convicted  of  re- 
ceiving.    Reg.  V.  Hill,  150 

2.  A  wife  cannot,  jointly  with  her 
husband,  be  convicted  of  receiring 
stolen  goods. 
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"Where  both  found  gniltj  on  a  joint 
indictment,  the  conviction  of  the  hus- 
band affirmed ;  of  the  wif e,  quashed. 
Meg.  y.  Matthews^  337 

3.  A.  received  from  the  thief.  B. 
subsequently  received  from  A.  Held, 
that  B.  could  not  be  convicted  upon 
a  count  charging  a  joint  receiving  by 
A.  and  B.     Keg,  v.  Gray,  41 1 

4.  Several  counts  for  receiving.  See 
Pleading,  2. 

5.  Corrupt  receiving  of  money 
under  the  statute  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29, 
s.  58.  See  Cobbuft  beoeivino  of 
Money. 

6.  Evidence  of  a  receiving.  See 
Evidence,  7,  12,  14. 

JOINT-EECEIVING. 
See  Bbgeiving,  2,  3. 

EOBBEEY. 
See  AssATTLT,  1. 

RULES  AND  ORDERS  OF 
COURT. 

See  Appendix,  vi. 

SECRETING  LETTERS. 
See  Pleading,  10. 

SEDUCTION. 

iS'tftf  CONSPIBAOY  TO  PB0DT70E  DEFILE- 
MENT. 

SERVANT. 

A  collector  of  poor's  rates,  employ- 
ed by  the  overseers,  isproperly  charged 
with  embezzlement,  as  servant  to  the 
overseers,  although  there  are  church- 
wardens for  the  same  parish,  who 
took  part  in  making  the  rates.  Iteg. 
V.  Adey,  296 

A  collector  of  poor's  rates,  as  a 
servant  to  the  overseers,  has  authority 
to  receive  the  rates  from  the  landlord 
if  he  will  pay  them  to  him.  lb. 


Semblej  he  would  have  authority 
to  receive  them  from  any  person  who 
would  pay  them  to  him.     lb. 

See  Embezzlement,  1. 

See  Labceny,  8,  11. 

SEXUAL  INTERCOURSE. 
See  Assaults,  3,  4. 

SHAREHOLDER. 
iS'i^e  Laboeny,  11. 

SHED. 
See  Abson. 

SHOOTING  WITH  INTENT   TO 
PREVENT  AN  ESCAPE. 

The  prisoner  (a  constable),  guard- 
ing a  copse,  saw  A.  stealing  wood 
therefrom.  The  prisoner  shot  at  A. 
as  the  only  means  of  preventing  his 
escape.  A.  had  before  been  repeatedly 
convicted  of  stealing  wood,  but  those 
convictions  were  unknown  to  the 
prisoner.  The  prisoner  was  convicted 
of  shooting  with  intent,  &c.  Held, 
that  he  was  properly  convicted,  as,  at 
the  time,  he  did  not  know  that  A.  had 
committed  a  felony.  Reg.  v.  Dad^ 
son,  385 

SODOMY. 

Consentient  convicted,  agent  being 
12    years    of    a^.     Reg.  v.   Allen, 

'    65 

SOLDIER. 
See  Obdeb  of  Jttstioes. 

STATUTES. 

53  Geo.  m.  c.  127,  s.  7,  (and  27 

Geo.  n.  c.  20).     Levy  of  church  rate. 

Reg.  V.  Williams,         235 

7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  8.  Threaten- 
ing letter.     Reg.  v.  Smith,  214 
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7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  63.    Ob- 
taining  money  by  false  pretences. 
Jieff.  V.  Jones,  270 

7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  68.     Cor- 
rupt receiving  of  money. 

Reg.  V.  Fascoe,  141 

9  G^eo.  IV.  c.  69.    Night  poaching. 

Beg.  V.  Eaton,  698 

11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  Will.  IV.  c.  66. 

Warrant  order  or  request. 

Eeg.  V.  Illidge,  127 

Reg.  y.  Daiosonj  428 

1 1  Geo.  IV.  and  1  WiU.  IV.  c.  66; 
s.  24.     Venue  in  forgery. 

Reg.  V.  Smithies,  190 

I  Will.  IV.  c.  66,  s.  19.  Engrav- 
ing bill  of  exchange,  &c. 

Reg.  V.  Faderman,       286 
7  Will.  IV.  and  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  6. 
Secreting  letters  by  persons  employed 
in  post  oifices. 

Reg.  V.  Wynn,  32 

7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  2. 
Administering  poison. 

Reg.  V.  Cluderay,         219 
7  Wm.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  11. 
Where  the  offence  charged  shall  in- 
clude an  assault. 

Reg.  V.  Bird,  448 

6  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  32.  Bank- 
rupt not  disclosing  his  real  estate. 

Reg.  V.  Harris,  177 

7  &  8  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  16.  Jury  de 
medietate  lingua. 

Reg.  V.  Manning  ^  Wife,  155 

II  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17.  De- 
positions. Reg.  V.  Christopher  and 
others,  225 

11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18. 

Reg.  V.  Sansonee,         260 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46.    Receivers. 

Reg.  V.  Martin,  78 

Reg.  V.  Beeton,  87 

11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78.     Constituting 

Court  of  Criminal  Appeal.  See  Statute, 

App.  i.,  and  see  Reg.  v.  Masters,      1 

Reg.  V.  Martin,  78 
and  see  below,  '^Intebpsetatioks 
UPON  THE  Statute." 


12  &  13  Vict  c.  76.  Procuring 
defilement  of  young  women. 

Reg.  V.  Mears,  414 

14  &  16  Vict.  e.  19,  s.  9.   Prervioos 

conviction.     Reg.  v.  Key,  623 

Reg.  V.  Shuttleworthj  626 

Evidence  of  Character. 

Reg.  V.  tShrimpton,       628 

STATUTES,  SECTIONS  OP, 
ABSTEACTED. 

27  G^o.  n.  c.  20,  s.  1.  Distress  for 
church  rates,  237 

38  Geo.  in.  c.  62.  Indictments  for 
offences  committed  within  the  county 
of  any  city  or  town  corporate  may  be 
preferred  at  any  sessions  in  county 
next  adjoining,  83 

63  Geo.  m.  c.  127,  s.  7.  Distress 
for  church  rates,  238 

6  Gfeo.  IV.  c.  83,  s.  4.  Indeceait 
exposure  of  person,  24 

7  Gfeo.  IV.  c.  64,  s.  12.  Offences 
committed  within  600  yards  of  boun- 
daries of  counties,  &o.  278 

7  Geo.  rV.  c.  64,  s.  14.  Statement 
of  name  of  owners  upon  an  indict- 
ment for  larceny,  406 

11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  wm.  IV.  c.  66,  s. 
24.     Venue  in  forgery,  190 

7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  36,  8.  26. 
Stealing  orsecretingletters  by  persons 
in  thepost  office,  33 

7  "Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  0.  85,  8.  2. 
Administering  with  intent  to  poison, 

220 

7  WiU.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  11. 
When  the  offence  charged  shall  in- 
clude an  assault,  448 

2  &  3  Vict.  c.  82,  s.  1.  Offences 
committed  within  a  detached  part  of  a 
county,  inquired  of,  by  justices  in 
surrounding  county,  84 

11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17.  Depo- 
sitions of  persons  ill  admissible,       9 

11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18.  Caution 
to  prisoner  before  statement  by  him, 

249 
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11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46,-  8.  3.  Counts 
for  receiyingywith  counts  for  stealing, 

87 

12  &  13  Vict.  c.  76,  8.  1.  Procur- 
ing defilement  of  young  women,  419 

INTERPEETATI0N8  UPON 

THE  STATUTE  CONSTITUT- 
ING THE  COURT  OF  CEIMI- 
NAL  APPEAL. 

The  word  '*  conviction  "  in  the  sta- 
tute means  conyiction  upon  trials   289 

The  words  of  the  Stat.  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  78,  s.  1,  "  Question  of  law 
which  may  arise  in  criminal  trials  " 
include  a  question  upon  the  validity 
of  the  indictment  raised  after  verdict, 
and  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Reg,  v. 
Martin^  78 

Semble^  the  words  "any  ques- 
tions of  law  which  shall  have 
arisen  upon  the  trial,"  will  be  taken 
to  mean  any  questions  arising  from 
the  time  of  the  arraignment  to  the 
sentence,  81,  86,  155,  580  {see  647.) 

The  only  way  in  which  this  Court 
can ''  avoid  "  a  judgment  of  a  Court 
below  is  to  order  a  verdict  of  "Not 
guilty"  to  be  entered,  291 

The  Eecorder  of  a  borough  is  a 
"  Justice  of  the  Peace  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  has  power 
to  reserve  a  case. 

TENDER 
>Se6  Evidence,  11. 

THREATENING  LETTER, 

A  letter  containing  an  assertion 
that  mischief  will  happen,  which  the 
writer  will  not  prevent  unless  he  re- 
ceives a  sum  of  money,  is  a  theaten- 
ing  letter  within  the  statute  7  &  8 
Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  8.    Eeg.  v.  Smithy 

214 
VENUE. 

Uncertainty    as    to    the    county    in 
which  the  money  was  abstracted. 


1.  The  prisoner  and  his  master 
lived  at  Nottingham.  The  prisoner 
received  money  on  his  master's  ac- 
count at  Derby,  for  which  he  should 
have  accounted  to  his  master  in  the 
course  of  the  week.  He  did  not,  nor 
did  his  master  hear  of  him  tiU  two 
months  after,  when  they  met  in  Not- 
tingham. The  prisoner  then  said  he 
had  spent  the  money.  Heldf  that 
there  was  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  might  find  that  the  prisoner  em- 
bezzled the  money  in  Nottingham. 
Reg,  V.  Murdoch,  604 

Ry  reference  from  one  Count  to 
another, 

2.  Words  in  one  count  referring  to 
another  count  include  so  much  only 
of  the  other  count  as  is  specially  re- 
ferred to;  and,  therefore,  where  a 
person  was  indicted  in  the  seventh 
count  in  an  indictment  for  receiving 
in  the  county  of  Somerset  one  wether 
sheep  {^^  being  the  same  as  is  men' 
tioned  in  the  ffth  count  of  this  in* 
dictment "),  in  which  fifth  count  the 
said  wether  sheep  was  alleged  to  have 
been  stolen  in  the  county  of  Dorset ; 
the  fifth  count  is  not  so  incorporated 
with  the  seventh  as  to  show  jurisdic- 
tion to  try  in  the  county  of  Dorset. 

Nor  will  the  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c. 
46  (which  provides  that  accessaries 
after  the  fact  may  be  tried  by  any 
court  having  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
principal  felon)  assist;  the  seventh 
count,  neither  in  itseK,  nor  by  refer- 
ence, averring  who  was  the  principal 
to  whom  the  prisoner  was  accessary. 
Reg,  V.  Martin,  78 

Where  money  obtained  by  false  Pre- 
tences, and  forwarded  through  the 
post, 

3.  A.  obtained  money  by  false  pre- 
tences ;  it  was  forwarded  by  post  as 
requested  by  him.  Held,  that  he 
constituted  the  post-master,  where  the 
letter  was  posted,  his  agent  for  the 
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reoeipt  of  the  money,  and  was  there- 
fore properly  indicted  in  the  county 
in  which  such  post-ofiice  was  situated. 
Reg.  V.  Jone8f  270 

Where  document  forged. 
3.  Upon  a  trial  for  forgery  at  com- 
mon law  a  verdict  of  "  Guilty  of  for g- 
ing^  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  its 
having  been  done  within  the  jurisdic' 
tion  of  the  Court, ^^  amounts  to  a  con- 
viction.    Eeg.  y.  Smithies,  190 


WAEEANT  ORDER  OR  RE- 
QUEST. 
See  FoROEBY,  1,  8. 

WARRANT  ORDER  AND  RE- 
QUEST. 

See  FoEGEBY,  4. 

WARRANT  TO  LEVY. 
See  Chttbgh  Rates. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 
See  Ebboe. 
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